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 Historically, the study of consorts has largely focused on how women performed 
the role – generally analyzing how a particular queen acted as a royal wife, mother, and 
manager of her household. While this makes sense as most of the consorts in English 
history were women, this is not the whole picture of the varied political roles of a consort. 
Looking at all of the foreign-born consorts in the Tudor and early Stuart years, one can 
clearly see that while the duties of a wife were important for the majority of individuals 
who took on the mantle of consort, that description does not fit all who sat at the side of 
the sovereign. That is because the majority of foreign-born individuals who took on the 
role of consort in those years, Katherine of Aragon, Anna of Denmark, and Henriette 
Marie de Bourbon, were all indeed royal wives, in addition to being royal consorts. 
Philip of Spain, though, was a consort but was certainly not a royal wife.  
In this dissertation, I argue that a consort’s duties, while encompassing their role as a 
royal wife or husband, were largely political in nature and were facets of peaceweaving. 
Children were never a guarantee, but a foreign-born consort brought the possibilities of 
peace and prosperity to England through their marriage, their capacity for intercession, 
the crafting and utilization of domestic networks of obligation, and the maintenance of 
their natal and friendship networks abroad. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Historically, the study of consorts has largely focused on how women performed 
the role – generally analyzing how a particular queen acted as a royal wife, mother, and 
manager of her household. While this makes sense as most of the consorts in English 
history were women, this is not the whole picture of the varied political roles of a consort. 
Looking at all of the foreign-born consorts in the Tudor and early Stuart years, one can 
clearly see that while the duties of a wife were important for the majority of individuals 
who took on the mantle of consort, that description does not fit all who sat at the side of 
the sovereign. That is because the majority of foreign-born individuals who took on the 
role of consort in those years, Katherine of Aragon, Anna of Denmark, and Henriette 
Marie de France, were all indeed royal wives, in addition to being royal consorts.  
The roles of a consort were many and varied, much like the roles of the sovereign. 
While much of historiography about consorts argues that their primary function within 
the monarchy was to generate royal heirs, I follow the more recent arguments of Joanna 
Laynesmith and Michelle L. Beer in The Last Plantagenet Queens and Queenship at the 
Renaissance Courts of Britain that a queen’s role was more than simply mother of the 
king’s legitimate children.1 While childbearing was of course important to consorts as 
individuals, I argue that it was not the only primary function of their consortship. Giving 
birth to her husband’s children was what was expected of queens as wives, not simply 
because they were queens. Kings consort such as Philip of Spain, then, could be expected 
to sire heirs not only as a function of their consortship, but as a function of their roles as 
 
1 Joanna Laynesmith, The Last Medieval Queens: English Queenship 1445-1503 (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2004); Beer, Queenship at the Renaissance Courts of Britain: Catherine of Aragon and 
Margaret Tudor, 1503-1533. 
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husbands. Both male and female consorts were still expected to perform their roles as 
husbands or wives, but this was in addition to their performance of the role of a consort. 
Generally in the Tudor period, consort queens did not ‘perform’ on a stage, but 
their actions in public and in the near-privacy of their chambers were still modes of 
performance, and in so doing, they created for themselves their own version of 
consortship, through their own interests and personalities, and informed by expectations 
of their partners and publics, as well as cultural memories of queens who had lived 
before. What this means is that, as Michelle L. Beer argues in her Queenship at the 
Renaissance Courts of Britain that, as much as queens were indeed women, they were 
also royal partners for their sovereign husbands. This is particularly evident when an 
analysis of Philip’s tenure as king consort is included with the more numerous female 
consorts. A royal partner’s job was to support their sovereign spouse by performing tasks 
and roles that, due to the sovereign’s sex, they could not be seen to do on their own. 
Throughout the course of this dissertation, I will argue that while the modes of 
performance somewhat shift over the Tudor and early Stuart periods, the core functions 
and expectations of a consort remained largely the same.  
While there were many hats for a consort to wear, I argue that one of the most 
important functions of consort queens was to act as a peaceweaver. Consorts were to knit 
together dynasties, realms, or families, in peace and rhetorical love. Of course, this only 
applies to foreign-born consorts, as domestic-born spouses were unable to offer the same 
level of international networking. Before the reign of Edward IV, it was highly unusual 
for an English monarch to marry one of his subjects, precisely for this reason. In the late 
fifteenth century and early sixteenth century, though, there were more domestic-born 
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consorts than foreign-born. Elizabeth Woodville, who married Edward IV in 1464 and 
was crowned queen in 1465 was the first subject-turned-consort since before the Norman 
Conquest in 1066. Edward’s brother, Richard III, who usurped the throne from his 
nephew, Edward IV’s son Edward V, was crowned with his wife Anne Neville in a joint 
ceremony in 1483.2 Henry VII married Elizabeth and Edward’s eldest daughter, also 
named Elizabeth, in 1486 and she was crowned queen in 1487. After Elizabeth’s son 
Henry took the throne as Henry VIII in 1509, he eventually married four of his own 
subjects, Anne Boleyn, Jane Seymour, Katherine Howard, and Katherine Parr. Henry 
VIII was unusual in that he tended to marry women he had met before marriage – and 
was a chivalric suitor for each of his domestic-born wives (and Katherine of Aragon) in 
some context or another. After Henry’s marriage to Katherine Parr, the next English 
subject-turned-consort was Elizabeth Bowes-Lyon, spouse of George VI and mother of 
current queen regnant, Elizabeth II. Between the years of 1547 and 1936, all the consorts 
were foreign-born. Overall, a royal consort who was born a subject is a rarity in English 
history.  
Domestic-born consorts cannot offer one of the most important reasons to wed 
outside the realm – promises of aid and benefits for both realms. In the coldest of terms, a 
foreign-born consort acted as a guarantor of and collateral for a trade or military treaty. 
Any children of the match would be a bonus. Marriage to a foreign prince or princess 
could bring increased trade opportunities, peacemaking, military or religious alliances, or 
 
2 Anne Neville and Richard III had been married long before he took the throne, though, so she came to her 
consortship a little differently than the others listed here. 
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bolster the legitimacy of a newly enthroned dynasty, along with a possible dowry to 
sweeten the deal.  
In all royal marriages, perhaps the most daunting task before the new consort was 
the fostering and generation of both international and domestic patronage, kinship, and 
friendship networks. This was what a peaceweaving consort was expected to do. Not only 
were they supposed to support their spouses domestically, and network with the nobility 
and newfound countrymen and women, they were to build and maintain interdynastic ties 
between their natal family and their marital family. How were they to do this? Initially, 
the new consort only a foreigner with no authority in their newfound kingdom. Authority 
was conferred upon the consort through rituals of significant spiritual and political 
import.  
Through the sacred power of ritual, contained in a marriage ceremony, an official 
entry into the capital city, or a coronation, the consort is imbued with symbolic authority 
in their new realm. While many of these rituals required the participation of the nobility 
or church, the marriage negotiation process and ceremony were usually not public. That 
was why the official entry and procession to the coronation were so vital to establishing 
the consort in their role – it was the first time many ordinary subjects saw their new 
consort. Usually decked out in their best finery, the consort put on a show for their new 
subjects and was reified in their role. Rituals, and the respect that the government and the 
people at large had for them, were a key part of creating a sense of authority which 
allowed the monarchy to function as it did. 
In this dissertation, I examine the use of performance in the networking of 
foreign-born consorts of England in the Tudor and early Stuart periods towards a new 
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definition of consortship. Performance can encompass more than acting on a stage. For 
the purposes of this dissertation, I use performance broadly, to incorporate participation 
in public rituals, such as weddings, coronations, and official triumphal entries into capital 
cities; important public appearances in which the consort is not performing a scripted 
ritual role, such as a progress or other largely unscripted event; and other forms of 
networking, such as working on entertainments for ambassadors, writing letters, or 
performing as a regent or in a leadership role for an absent spouse. Because these 
consorts performed the roles, they were accepted in those roles – the consorts’ 
performances were accompanied by the trappings of verisimilitude, the appropriate attire, 
setting, and attitudes which made the consort’s performance convincing and real, because 
it was. Of course, while these consorts may not have been always stepping onto literal 
stages, their lives were on near-constant display. A consort is not born, they are made, 
and that making is an iterative process of complex spoken and unspoken social 
agreements between a populace, the consort, and the sovereign.  A consort is created in 
the social imaginary – which is one reason why they were much more than the husband 
or wife of the sovereign. As the analysis of Henriette Marie’s experience will show, she 
performed her role as wife of the king with aplomb, but because she did not participate in 
all of the rituals and ceremonies surrounding the creation of a consort, she was not 
accepted as such by a not insignificant proportion of the population. Performance, and the 
study of it, is key to this dissertation. By performing the role of a consort, over time and 
through ritualized modes, an individual became a consort.  This was as much due to the 
consort’s performance as it was their subjects’ acceptance of that performance. 
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Over the course of the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, there were five 
different foreign consorts of England who married into the royal houses of Tudor and 
Stuart. These individuals were: Katherine of Aragon, who married both Arthur Tudor, 
prince of Wales, and Henry VIII; Anne of Cleves, who married Henry VIII; Philip of 
Spain, who married Mary I; Anna of Denmark, who married James VI/I; and Henriette 
Marie de Bourbon, who married Charles I. In the course of this study, I will not be 
discussing the career of Anne of Cleves, whose marriage was quite hastily annulled after 
just six months. Anne did not have enough time to craft her public identity as a consort or 
to build a network of support.3 On the other hand, I will examine in great depth Katherine 
of Aragon’s marriage and entry while she was Princess of Wales, even though she was 
not yet queen (that honor belonged to her mother-in-law Elizabeth of York), she was a 
queen-in-waiting and was presented to the English people, and was understood by them, 
to be as such. As a matter of course, her joint coronation with Henry will also be 
analyzed. Also important will be Anna of Denmark’s performance as new queen consort 
after her arrival in Scotland in 1590, as well as her performance of consortship in 
England after 1603.  
 There are two key features of consortship which this dissertation analyzes – how 
one initially gained authority as a consort, through religious and popular rituals and the 
roles an early modern English consort performed. After introducing the historical figures 
which play the largest roles in this study and the lens through which I will analyze their 
experiences, I will move on to a historiography to engage with the current state of 
 
3 Anne of Cleves was given a state procession into London, but no pageantry was prepared. Sydney Anglo, 
Spectacle Pageantry and Early Tudor Policy (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1969), 277. 
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scholarship on queenship and consortship of the late medieval and early modern periods 
in England, which is adjacent to the burgeoning fields of royal studies and court studies. 
Also in the historiography, I will incorporate both popular and academic sources 
especially relating to biographies of these individuals as how they are and have been 
represented to interested readers has influenced the types of research questions and 
studies performed on their lives and experiences. 
 In this dissertation, I incorporate a wide variety of primary and secondary sources. 
In studying how queens’ experiences and queenship has been studied previously, I hope 
to build on that wealth of knowledge and study and complicate it by reading the work 
with an eye towards consortship, rather than only queenship. Many of these secondary 
sources will of course appear in the historiography chapter, but they inform my work 
throughout. Earenfight, Laynesmith, Beem, and Beer’s works are key underpinnings of 
this work – and I incorporate bits of their theoretical lenses into my own work. Perhaps 
most importantly of the theoretical lenses that these scholars utilize, especially Beem and 
Earenfight, is a gender studies critical lens. Beem cites Joan Wallach Scott’s essay 
“Gender: A Useful Category of Historical Analysis?” in his introduction and Earenfight, 
in addition to using Scott’s essay, generally explores how feminist scholarship has 
revolutionized queenship studies in hers.4 As Earenfight reminds her readers, in 
contemporary literature, “Misogynist and patriarchal ideologies were dominant,” and 
while queens were seen by some to be exceptional for their sex, we must read these 
primary sources – chronicles, plays, coronation ordos, letters, broadsides, ballads, and 
first-hand accounts of major events – with that understanding in mind. For the late 
 
4 Beem, Queenship in Early Modern Europe, 12; Earenfight, Queenship in Medieval Europe, 5, 24-27. 
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medieval or early modern writer, it was most likely a given that women were seen as less 
than men. Not less loved in the eyes of God, but perhaps as having less capability of 
intellect or not meant to wield authority over men. Gender, not specifically women’s 
experiences nor men’s, is a useful category of analysis for this dissertation, and in that 
spirit, I read the wide variety of primary sources with a feminist, gender-aware lens. 
Queens were more than simply their fertility, just as kings were more than aggressive 
warmongers – they contained multitudes and this dissertation seeks to analyze more of 
what was in their control as individuals than out of it – how they reacted to and 
participated to contemporary events. I am much more interested in examining the spaces 
and circumstances in which consorts utilized their agency than when they could not.  
Above all, this dissertation is an examination of the mechanisms of the social 
construction of foreign-born consorts in Early Modern England. In this analysis, I am 
informed by the work of Judith Butler, especially Gender Trouble, in understanding how 
gender, as a performance, is as a practice socially constructed. Consortship is also a 
performance, and an individual both makes and is made in their consortship by that 
performance. There were some ready markers of creating consorts – using rituals of 
domestication such as triumphal entries and coronations – but to truly become a consort 
one must also perform the day-to-day functions of the role.  To pinpoint these key 
functions, I utilized both the wealth of secondary literature on queenship and 
contemporary conduct books.  
 The historiography chapter will function as almost another content chapter. One 
of my bigger goals in writing this dissertation craft a definition of what a royal consort 
did. One of the ways that I do that in the historiography chapter is to analyze what they 
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did not do in the performance of their consortship. In other words, what separated the 
roles of a queen consort from a wife in any other household? Or a husband from a king 
consort? In the latter part of the historiography chapter, I read contemporary conduct 
books to pull apart what was expected of a Tudor or early Stuart consort in regard to 
being a husband or a wife. The roles that were performed by consorts outside of the 
definition of a husband or wife were the roles that consorts were expected to play as 
consorts, not as a spouse, but as something different.  
 Once I have established the roles a consort played, I will move on to analyze the 
two key features of consortship – how does one become a consort and what one does as a 
consort. In that vein, the first of the three content chapters will dissect religious, political, 
and popular rituals surrounding the creation of an individual into an early modern English 
consort. These rituals were the marriage negotiations, triumphal entries into capital cities, 
and coronations. Not every consort performed all of these rituals. Usually those who did 
have ended up being seen as more ‘popular’ or ‘beloved’ in their lifetimes or just after 
their passing. There were, of course, other rituals that would be necessary at various 
times of a consort’s career, such as participation in Maundy celebrations, confinement 
and churching, progresses, and pilgrimages, and I will include discussion of those in each 
of the following chapters, as well as the major rituals mentioned earlier, in Chapter 
Three: Rituals and Legitimacy. 
 Chapters Four and Five are two sides of the same coin. As I will argue throughout 
this dissertation, the most important role a consort performed, regardless of sex, gender, 
age, kingdom of birth, or religion, was that of a peaceweaver, or in modern parlance, an 
expert in networking. After establishing themselves through some or all the legitimacy 
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rituals, a consort’s job was to work through their natal and marital networks to bring 
about, among other things, trade boons and political advantages for their new kingdoms. 
They were expected to be loyal to both their birth families and their spouse’s dynasties. 
This was an exceptionally difficult task to accomplish, especially in times of heightened 
religious tension as all of these consorts were of the Roman Catholic faith, and after the 
passage of 1534’s Act of Supremacy, England was ostensibly a Protestant kingdom 
(excepting Mary’s reign from 1553-1558).  
 In performing the role of a peace-weaver, a consort needed to maintain two 
important networks of influence, that within their newfound kingdom and the one that 
they brought with them through their natal connections. Chapter Four will investigate 
how a foreign-born consort established and maintained a domestic network of support 
within England’s domains using progresses, patronage, and appointments to their 
households. Chapter Five will then look at the performance of networking on the 
international stage through the practices of hosting ambassadors, holding entertainments 
for foreign dignitaries, and letter writing.  
 The final chapter will serve as a conclusion and epilogue where I will perform a 
brief analysis on later Stuart foreign-born consorts. This will include Catherine of 
Braganza, Mary Beatrice of Modena, and George of Denmark. By bringing the last few 
Stuart consorts into the dissertation, I hope to not only continue to demonstrate concretely 
my arguments about the roles of consorts in the early modern period, but also to suggest 
further avenues of research, namely a more in-depth look at these later consorts as well as 
the Hanoverian consorts, all of whom were foreign-born.  
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 While this dissertation is certainly not a biography, or even a series of 
biographies, it is important to have a baseline for who each of the individuals were. These 
individuals’ experiences were key to their performances of consortship, and so are 
necessary when developing a definition of consortship. In these brief biographies, I will 
focus on the main themes of this dissertation; the social creation of their consortship, 
their familial and friendship connections in and out of England, and their partnership to 
their sovereign spouses. As such, especially with the case of Philip’s biography, some 
may not fully cover their entire lives, but rather, focus on their formative years and when 
they performed the role of a consort.  
Biographies 
Catalina - Katherine of Aragon; 1485-1536 
Catalina, the youngest surviving child of her parents, was born in the Palacio 
Arzobispal de Alcala de Henares, just outside of Madrid, on December 16th, 1485. Her 
mother, Isabel, Queen of Castile, must have been staying there to recover from Catalina’s 
birth, as in January of 1486, it was in the Archbishop’s palace that Isabel and her 
husband, Fernando of Aragon, met with Christopher Columbus for their first interview. 
She grew up in the mobile court of her parents, and her mother took a special interest in 
her education. Growing up, Isabel did not enjoy a strong education, so she when she hired 
tutors for her children, she also hired them for herself. Catalina took well to her studies 
and learned French, English, German, Castilian, and Latin, as well as philosophy, 
literature, religion, and music.5 This love of learning extended throughout her life.  
 
5 Theresa Earenfight, “Raising Infanta Catalina de Aragon to Be Catherine, Queen of England,” Anuario de 
Estudios Medievales 46, no. 1 (June 2016): 417–43, 424. 
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By the time she was four years old, Catalina was betrothed to Arthur, Prince of 
Wales as part of the Anglo-Spanish treaty of Medina del Campo, which also included 
hammering out a trade agreement between the two kingdoms as well as a unified French 
policy. The treaty did more than demonstrate the agreement that the two children would 
wed, it also stipulated Catalina’s dowry, as well as her travel arrangements to meet with 
her betrothed in person. This treaty was a win-win scenario for both England and Spain. 
England, in the person of Henry VII, wanted to secure his fledgling dynasty’s insecure 
footing on power. He had just won the Battle of Bosworth Field in 1485, winning the 
throne of England by military might, and married his rival’s niece (who also happened to 
be the rightful hereditary heir to the throne), Elizabeth of York. Henry sought to ally 
himself with the most powerful kingdoms in Western Europe, that of the unified Aragon 
and Castile. They both sought allies against France, so the Anglo-Spanish alliance 
seemed like a great idea to all concerned.  
Catalina, from infancy, grew up knowing that one day she would be queen of 
England. When she was six years old, she was betrothed to Arthur (there were two proxy 
marriages before she eventually made her way to England) and became the princessa de 
Gales. She spent the last few years of her time in Spain in the Alhambra, a walled palace 
complex in Grenada that her parents had ‘reclaimed.’ This place must have been a very 
special one for Catalina as it is from the Alhambra that she chose her personal badge: the 
pomegranate fruit. She was to use that device for the rest of her life.  
It is from the Alhambra that Catalina left in 1501 to journey to England. She made 
an overland trip across Spain until she boarded her ship in Loredo which eventually made 
landfall after an arduous sea journey at Plymouth. She had been expected in Southampton 
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a month earlier, but she was ready to be back on dry land, it seems, and made her way to 
Hampshire and then eventually on to London. She was well received wherever she went, 
and she was met at Dogsmerfield by her soon-to-be father-in-law, King Henry VII.  
After her quick reception of the king, she traveled onwards to London where she 
met the rest of her new family and prepared to play her part in a ceremonial entrance to 
London before her wedding ceremony at St. Paul’s Cathedral. The King had London 
spectacularly decked out to make a positive impression of England’s wealth, culture, and 
might on the infanta and her entourage, as well as local residents. After the wedding, 
Katherine and Arthur moved household to Ludlow Castle, in Wales, Shropshire County, 
seat of the Council of the Marches. She and Arthur lived together for about five months 
before he died. She had taken ill as well but managed to survive whatever disease had 
manifested in Ludlow.  
After the grieving period that subsumed the English royal family ended, Henry 
began to toy with the idea of marrying Katherine to his remaining son, also named Henry. 
Arguments between the elder Henry and Fernando came to a head when the Spanish king 
demanded repayment of Katherine’s dowry. After Isabel threatened to have Katherine 
brought home to Spain, Henry agreed to the betrothal of Katherine to the younger Henry. 
Katherine’s life in the years between the death of Arthur and the death of Henry VII were 
ones of learning, adapting, and scarcity. Even though Henry had agreed to wed his heir to 
Katherine, in the years after her mother’s death he sought out other potential brides for 
the new Prince of Wales. Through all of this, she matured as a head of household in 
dealing with her servants, became her father’s ambassador to England, and worked 
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through debts to maintain her household. At Henry VII’s death in 1509, Henry VIII 
ascended the throne and quickly married Katherine.  
Henry VIII was a man who tended to marry women he knew (which is probably 
one of the reasons why it did not work out for Anne of Cleves). He had known Katherine 
from the time he was a ten-year-old boy, and when he did not have his father directing his 
decisions, Henry chose to marry his brother’s widow. They had a successful marriage for 
a while, which resulted in many pregnancies. Of those pregnancies, only one child 
managed to survive infancy, the future Queen Mary I, born in 1516. While Katherine and 
Henry VIII had not proven as fertile as Henry VII may have hoped when he engaged his 
son to her, she did prove to be her mother’s daughter in her sophisticated understanding 
of ruling and statecraft.  
She proved a capable ruler as regent for Henry VIII in 1513 when he left to fight 
in France. She was given the powers of “regent and governess of England, Wales, and 
Ireland” and ruled with the same powers to which Henry himself had access. She had a 
small council appointed and was ready with a waiting army when the Scots invaded from 
the north. Katherine, though not at the battlefield herself, appointed the earl of Surrey to 
head the English army that routed the forces of James IV at Flodden Field. Henry’s forces 
were also victorious, and he returned home safely.  
The royal couple’s relationship remained strong at least until Henry’s amorous 
attentions turned to another woman who served Katherine as a maid of honor, Anne 
Boleyn. Katherine had dealt with Henry’s wandering eye and roving codpiece before, but 
his relationship with Anne proved to be different. Perhaps due to Anne’s refusal to 
consummate their relationship, among other factors, such as Henry’s overwhelming need 
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for a legitimate male heir, Henry could not rest until his marriage to Katherine was 
annulled so he could freely marry Anne. Henry had been thinking about an annulment 
before his relationship with Anne became serious, as he had been wanting to find a way 
to replace Katherine with a younger woman to procure a legitimate male heir.Throughout 
the proceedings, Katherine demonstrated her fortitude and intelligence as she deftly 
maneuvered the debate over her past virginity from the English jurisdiction into the 
Pope’s hands.  After the death of William Warham and Thomas Cranmer’s installation as 
the archbishop of Canterbury,  Henry separated the Church of England from the Church 
of Rome, and let his churchmen decide. As a matter of course they decided that Katherine 
was in fact the Dowager Princess of Wales and not Henry’s wife at all. 
After this, Katherine was banished from court, as she refused to acknowledge that 
she was not, as she had been her entire adult life, the queen of England, that Henry was 
the Head of the Church in England, or that their daughter Mary was a bastard. Katherine 
rallied her support – and two of her most stalwart allies were Cardinal John Fisher and Sir 
Thomas More. She survived the two men and was not executed by Henry’s order (unlike 
More, Fisher, or Anne Boleyn). Partly due to her natal family connections to her 
powerful nephew, the Holy Roman Emperor Charles V, executing Katherine or Mary 
would have been far too dangerous to England and Henry had he attempted it. In her last 
days, Katherine refused to make a will, and instead was said to have written a letter to 
Henry, letting him know that she forgave him for casting her into many calamities and to 
beseech him to take care of their daughter and provide for her maids.6 Defiantly, the 
 
6 Giles Tremlett, Catherine of Aragon: The Spanish Queen of Henry VIII (New York: Walker Publishing 
Company, Inc., 2010), 364.  
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letter was directed to Henry as, “My most dear Lord, King, and Husband,” and signed as 
“Katherine the queen.”7 Katherine died without having seen her beloved daughter for 
over four years, but had an old friend at her bedside, Marie de Salinas, who had traveled 
with the infanta from Spain all those years before. Katherine confessed her sins, received 
extreme unction, and died in the early afternoon hours of January 7, 1536.  
Henry buried her with all the pomp and circumstance due to a dowager Princess 
of Wales in Peterborough Abbey (later Cathedral).  
Felipe - Philip of Spain; 1527-1598 
Philip was born on May 21, 1527 to Isabella of Portugal and the Holy Roman 
Emperor Charles V. Isabella was the daughter of Maria of Aragon, which made her niece 
to Katherine of Aragon, and then granddaughter of Isabella of Castile and Ferdinand of 
Aragon. Charles was also a grandchild of the most Catholic monarchs through their 
daughter Juana. Philip was born in the Castilian capital city of Valladolid in the Palacio 
de Pimentel, and he grew up in the care of his mother until her death in 1539. He was 
especially close to his mother and sisters.  
Isabella provided Philip with an example of excellent consortship, even though he 
was never explicitly trained for the role. As a prince, Philip was expected to rule, not co-
govern as became the case with his eventual second marriage. As wife to the itinerant 
emperor, Isabella spent much of her time both pregnant and regent. She died after giving 
birth to a stillborn son in 1539, and after her passing, Philip spent much of his time in 
practical education as regent for his father’s lands with a council of advisors.  
 
7 Anne Crawford, ed. Letters of the Queens of England (Stroud: Sutton Publishing Limited, 2002), 180. 
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Young as he was, Philip continued his tutelage under the direction of Juan de 
Zuniga, when he learned Latin and Portuguese. As a student, he excelled in the physical 
arts, such as hunting, swordsmanship, sports, and equestrian endeavors. In 1541, his 
humanist education began in earnest with the appointment of Juan Cristobal Calvete de 
Estrella, and the boy began to learn Greek, Arabic, Hebrew and Aramaic. Once again, 
while his aunt Katherine of Aragon had also enjoyed a humanist education, she was 
raised to act as a consort. Philip’s education ensured that he would be a good ruler 
himself.8  
In 1543, at the age of 15, Philip was made governor of Castile, with directions left 
by his father. Later that same year, he married his first wife, Maria Manuela of Portugal. 
She died after only a couple years of marriage after she gave birth to their son Carlos in 
1545.  In 1546, Philip was officially emancipated from his father’s control with a decree, 
but he continued to live in his father’s shadow for many years to come. Philip was 
governor of all of Spain and was able to explore more of his father’s lands in 1548 when 
his sister, Maria, and her husband, Maximilian, served as regent in Spain. Philip traveled 
around Italy and through German principalities to the Netherlands to eventually meet 
with Charles. They traveled through Charles’ territories presenting Philip as heir-
apparent, which was generally successful. He staged a tournament before heading back to 
Spain in 1551, to govern once again.  
After some struggle following the death of Edward VI of England in 1553, 
Philip’s cousin Mary took the throne becoming England’s first undisputed queen regnant. 
 
8 Geoffrey Parker, Imprudent King: A New Life of Philip II (New Haven & London: Yale University Press, 
2014), 15.  
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Quickly after assuming the throne, she cast about for potential marriage partners, and 
Charles V offered her Philip’s hand. The marriage was negotiated between Mary and her 
Privy Council and Charles through his ambassadors, removing Philip from the equation. 
The stipulations of the marriage treaty ensured that England would not be used as a 
staging ground for war with France nor would the kingdom fall into the Holy Roman 
Empire’s hands, and while Philip would be styled as Mary’s King, power for true 
governing would remain in her hands. Their children would inherit England and the 
Netherlands, but Philip’s official power in England would die with Mary. These 
stipulations are much in line with other foreign consorts’ marriage treaties, but normally, 
those potential spouses were women, not sons of Emperors.  
As part of his wedding gift to Philip, Charles abdicated in the kingdoms of Naples 
and Jerusalem, making Philip a king, and raising him to equal standing to Mary. This 
came with a price for Philip though, in that Charles, instead of requiring Philip to wed, 
bed, and then leave the queen to fight in France, Charles had his son to stay in England so 
that he could personally command the forces in the Netherlands. In the months following 
the July 1554 wedding, Mary was convinced that she was with child and, indeed, showed 
typical symptoms of pregnancy. This was, unfortunately for Mary and Philip, a phantom 
pregnancy, and Philip left England to return to the Continent and join his father in 
September 1555.  
Philip was kept up to date on the Privy Council’s debates with missives in Latin 
and/or Spanish and was included in decision making processes as much as was feasibly 
possible given his geographic distance. According to the correspondence with Cardinal 
Reginald Pole, Mary took Philip’s suggestions for governance very seriously, as was 
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evidenced by her decision on a new Lord Chancellor after the death of Stephen Gardiner. 
Philip suggested Nicholas Heath Archbishop of York for the position, and Mary agreed. 
While Philip was not physically present, he was kept abreast of developments in domestic 
and foreign policy through the Select Council, which sent him (at least) weekly missives 
regarding their discussions. It was through them that Philip worked on policy decisions, 
especially regarding England’s navy and army.  
In 1556, Philip’s father abdicated his role as Holy Roman Emperor and king of 
Spain, leaving the kingdom to Philip. Wanting England’s support in his war against 
France, Philip made the case that the current conflict was a different one than before – he 
had been prohibited from bringing England into his continental war due to his marriage 
treaty. Arguing that with the inclusion of the Pope in his list of adversaries, this phase of 
fighting was entirely different than before, Philip hoped to bring some of his English 
subjects into the fray at his side. Philip made a visit to England, from March to July 1557, 
hoping to drum up support for this new set of conflicts on the Continent. Shortly after, he 
left to command in the Netherlands, hoping that English troops and ships would back him 
up. These reinforcements eventually came, and with English help, Philip’s forces won the 
battle of Saint Quentin (1557) but ended up losing Calais (1558).   
One of Mary’s consolations was the fact that she felt she was pregnant again. 
Unfortunately for her, this was again a phantom pregnancy. When it became apparent to 
Philip that Mary was past her child-bearing years, he exhorted her to make peace with her 
half-sister Elizabeth. Before he had the chance to visit and convince Mary in person, he 
was needed to fight again in France. Once the dust had settled again, the French sought to 
marry Isabel, daughter of Henri II, to Philip’s heir, Don Carlos, so long as Calais was 
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included in the dowry (which he would then return to the English). This, too, did not 
come to pass as Philip received word of his wife’s death in November of 1558, as he was 
mourning the death of his father just a few weeks earlier. 
After Elizabeth’s accession to her sister’s throne, Philip initially tried to keep the 
peace between his lands and hers, notably by offering a marriage alliance between the 
two. This fell apart when Elizabeth began to aid Protestants in the Spanish Netherlands 
and allow her ships to seize and plunder his. After the execution of the Catholic Mary 
Queen of Scots, Philip organized a crusade to invade England and to bring the realm back 
under the auspices of the Roman Catholic Church. This also failed. Elizabeth’s England 
had proven to be a thorn in his side and would remain so until his death in 1598. With his 
inheritance, as well as territories gained by marriage and conquest, Philip ruled over an 
empire ‘upon which the sun never set.’  
Anna of Denmark; 1574-1619 
Born on 12 December 1574 to Sophie of Mecklenburg-Güstrow and Frederick II 
of Denmark, Anna began life as a princess in the Lutheran German-speaking Danish 
court. She was not yet fifteen years old when she became the queen consort of Scotland. 
Up until that time, she had lived a relatively secure and safe childhood where she was 
nurtured by her maternal family. Anna, her older sister Elisabeth, and their younger 
brother Christian, lived with their grandparents, the Duke and Duchess of Mecklenburg-
Güstrow, Ulrich III and Elisabeth. They stayed in their grandparents’ care until 
Christian’s ascension to the Danish throne in 1588. The sisters were then recalled to their 
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mother Sophie’s household, where Anna would remain until her journey to Scotland.9 
Anna’s life until 1590 was, especially in terms of the experiences of royal children, 
stable. She had the opportunity to grow up in the households of her maternal relations, 
two intelligent, scholarly women, her mother and grandmother, acting in roles of 
authority, who saw to it that she was well educated.  
While it is likely that Anna and her siblings were introduced to instruction in 
astronomy, classics, rhetoric and the sciences, there is scant documentation to definitively 
support that assertion. A French tutor was engaged to work with Anna in early 1589 so 
that she could better communicate with James, as she did not know Scots or English.10 
As such, language instruction was also a key component in the children’s educational 
experience.11 Not much is known of her formal education other than the languages she 
studied. Mara R. Wade suggests that Anna and Elisabeth’s educational curriculum was 
likely similar to their younger brother Christian’s humanist education, where a “great 
emphasis was placed on his ability to express himself well in writing.”12 Anna was fluent 
in German, which was the language of the court in Denmark. She also learned French, as 
 
9 For more on her journey see Alan Stewart, The Cradle King: The Live of James VI and I, the First 
Monarch of a United Great Britain (New York: St Martin’s Press, 2003), 105-123, and David Stevenson, 
Scotland’s Last Royal Wedding, The Marriage of James VI and Anne of Denmark (Edinburgh: John Donald 
Publishers Limited, 1997), 24-33. 
10 Anna’s education was not specifically to prepare her for her eventual role as a Scottish queen.  Marriage 
negotiations began in earnest in 1587, but Anna was only one of the three young women who James was 
seriously courting.  He also began exploratory negotiations with Frederick for Elizabeth’s hand, and also 
sought Catherine de Bourbon’s hand. It was not until after Frederick’s death that Sophie pushed through the 
marriage negotiations for Anna to marry James. 
11 McManus, Women on the Renaissance Stage, 66. Other than her language instruction, it is unknown if 
Anna had an exhaustive humanist education like the Tudor queens, Mary and Elizabeth.  While the Tudor 
women had a backing in the classics as well as Greek and Latin, if her later masques are any indication, 
Anna likely had a bit of background in classical history and mythology.  Her high level of involvement in 
the production of the masques, and her suggestions to her authors indicate her interest and understanding of 
classical mythology.  There was also, for a short time during Anna’s time in Denmark, an Italian dance 
master employed at the royal court who could have sparked her later love of and talent for dancing. 
12 Mara R. Wade, “Anna of Denmark and her Royal Sisters,” in Women and Culture at the Courts of the 
Stuart Queens, ed. Clare McManus, (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003), 54. 
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well as Danish and Latin; upon her official entry into Edinburgh in 1590 one of the 
tableau was, “spokin in Latyne because the queane understood na Scotis.”13 For Anna, as 
a marriageable princess on the Continent, learning several languages would have been an 
important and valuable skill. All of these skills and knowledges made her valuable not 
only as a marriageable princess; they also made her a strong partner for a similarly well-
educated monarch.  
While Anna’s status in the royal marriage market could have lessened after the 
death of her father in 1588, her mother continued to push for the most prestigious match 
for her daughter, namely King James VI of Scotland. Sophie’s negotiations were 
successful, and Anna set sail across the North Sea to her new kingdom in September of 
1589. This journey was fraught with difficulties and dangers, and Anna’s flotilla was 
grounded in Norway. Her husband, as they had gone through a proxy ceremony prior to 
her departure, James, left Scotland to ‘rescue’ his wife from her plight. After he landed in 
Norway, they were married in person at the Bishop’s Palace in Oslo. From there, they 
went back to Denmark to winter, as the voyage across the sea would have been far too 
dangerous to attempt with both the King and Queen.  
They made it to Edinburgh in spring of 1590, to much anticipation and fanfare. 
After her arrival, Anna enjoyed her official triumphal entry to Edinburgh and her 
coronation. She wasted no time in forging alliances and entering into the fractional 
factional politics that dominated the relations between Scottish nobles. Anna first took 
issue with Sir James Melville, as her husband had appointed Melville as a counsellor and 
 
13 McManus, Women on the Renaissance Stage, 66. 
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as a Gentleman of her chamber. Eventually, Melville was able to earn her trust, which 
helped her in further disputes over her jointure lands.14 Anna exerted control over her 
own household, especially when it came to her loyalty to new friends, the Ruthven 
women, Beatrix and Barbara. They were sisters of Alexander and John Ruthven, who had 
been part of the Gowrie Plot, which involved the abduction of the King. James sought to 
have them exiled from court, but Beatrix was smuggled into Anna’s apartments so that 
the queen could have access to her favorite. As soon as Beatrix’ presence was discovered, 
James had her once again evicted, lecturing Anna’s servants for their clear apathy 
towards his personal safety. 
Anna and James fought once again when it came to custody of their eldest son, 
Henry Frederick. The boy, soon after his birth, was removed from his mother’s care and 
placed into the household of the earl and countess of Mar. James felt that keeping with 
tradition, as he had been in the Mar’s household as a boy, and keeping the infant and king 
apart was for the best, especially when it came to their safety. Anna was furious, and 
Henry Frederick’s custody became a sticking point between the king and queen until 
James’ ascension to the English throne in 1603, when Anna managed to collect the boy 
and bring him with her to meet James in the summer of that year.  
While in England, Anna continued her practice of patronage, and loyally 
supported her friends in their endeavors. She also displayed an interest in producing and 
performing in courtly masques. In these, she usually took center stage and used the 
conceit of the masque to tell a flattering story about James and the Stuart line, as well as 
 
14 Susan Dunn-Hensley, Anna of Denmark and Henrietta Marie: Virgins, Witches, and Catholic Queens, 
Queenship and Power (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2017), 55. 
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highlight her own important part in furthering the dynasty through her virtues and 
fecundity. Anna continued to perform in masques until the death of her eldest son, when 
she began to retreat a bit from court life. She was still an important patron but did not 
produce her own masques after that – she did continue to attend performances and 
masques. She also wrote letters to her remaining family members, especially her brother, 
King Christian III.  
Anna died in 1619 of dropsy, with her funeral delayed by James to secure funding 
and to give her a funeral fitting of a Danish princess, a Queen of Scots, and an English 
queen. Her remaining son, Charles, acted as her chief mourner. The bust of her funeral 
effigy survives in Westminster Abbey, where the tomb she shares with James is located.   
Henriette Marie of France; 1609-1669 
 Henriette Marie was born November 25, 1609 to Henri IV, king of France, and 
his wife, Marie d’Medici. Her godfather was Pope Urban VIII. Henriette was the 
youngest child of the pair and was only a few months old when her father was 
assassinated. Her eldest brother ascended the throne of France as Louis XIII, and their 
mother acted as his regent until he came of age in 1617. She came from a generally 
healthy group of royal siblings and was close to her next eldest brother, Gaston, who 
eventually became the duke of Orleans. 
From her earliest days, Henriette Marie marriage prospects remained largely 
within France. Before her eventual marriage to Charles I, Henriette Marie’s only major 
suitor was a Bourbon cousin, Louis the comte de Soissons. That marriage prospect fell 
through when the comte threw in with the queen mother, Marie, who had been exiled 
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from court after her son Louis XIII ousted her to rule on his own. The king began sending 
out feelers to other kingdoms for eligible royal sons to wed into what they surely felt was 
the preeminent royal family. Negotiations for the hand of Charles, then prince of Wales, 
were important, and the young man stopped by the French court, presumably incognito, 
on his way to meet another of his marriage prospects, the Spanish infanta, Maria Ana.  
 Charles’ Spanish plans came to naught, and the English and French began 
negotiations in earnest. By 1625, a deal had been successfully hammered out, and the 
young teenaged Henriette Marie was married by proxy in Notre Dame in Paris before 
sending out to England to meet her husband. Along the way, she was said to have 
enchanted all she met with her witty, bright demeanor and her pretty grace. She was 
excited for her sea voyage, and she sailed well (a skill that would serve her well later in 
her life). She made it to England without much difficulty, aside from a choppy Channel, 
unlike the other previous consort queens in their journey to their new kingdoms. Once 
there, she rested in Dover while Charles made his way south to meet his new bride.  
 Charles and Henriette Marie’s marriage was a bit tempestuous from the 
beginning, as she refused an Anglican coronation and insisted on her French household 
accompanying her, even at the expense of the ladies Charles had selected for her English 
household. This would be a recurring issue until Charles later dismissed most of her 
French servants and sent them back home. After that, and the death of Charles’ favorite, 
George Villiers, the duke of Buckingham, Henriette Marie and the king began to get 
along and became inseparable. Their newfound closeness led to Henriette Marie’s quick 
succession of pregnancies and the births of new Stuart heirs. 
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 While she was busy with childbearing and rearing, Henriette Marie also was 
interested in performance and masquing, just as her mother-in-law was before her. 
Charles encouraged Henriette Marie’s interest in performance as it would help her to 
learn English more quickly. The young queen was also a patron of London theatre and 
even went to Blackfriars to take in a show. She was a supporter of English Catholics and 
sought to intercede with Charles on their behalf. This, and fears surround her power over 
the royal heirs, led some Englishmen and women to distrust their queen, which 
eventually led to threats of impeachment by Parliament.  
 From the beginning of his reign, Charles had another tempestuous relationship, 
that with his Parliaments. He was unable to find compromise with them on key issues 
relating to what came to be known as the Thirty Years War on the Continent, restoring 
his sister Elizabeth to her throne in Bohemia, and financial matters to maintain his own 
royal household. Charles decided to rule without Parliament, and was generally 
successful until 1640, when religious strife led Charles to war with Scotland. His 
‘Personal Rule,’ from 1629 to 1640, was a happy time for Henriette Marie, and when she 
had most of their children and when she was most involved in patronage and the arts. 
However, that changed when the conflict over the Book of Common Prayer in Scotland 
required the use of English funds to put down, and Charles resigned himself to 
summoning Parliament once again.  
 This, the Short and Long Parliaments, did not end well for Charles, and resulted 
in the English Civil Wars. Henriette Marie was involved in Charles’ war efforts, traveling 
back and forth between England and the Continent, leaving England in 1642 and again in 
1644, to sell off or pawn jewels and to raise funds using her connections with the leading 
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royal and noble families of Europe. She managed to secure extra ships, guns, men, and 
funds, although not to the amount which she or her husband would have wanted. 
Henriette Marie also kept the morale of her men up by taking meals with them and 
styling herself as ‘She-Majesty Generalissima.’ However, their success in the war effort 
continued to be limited and Charles was eventually captured and kept in 
Parliamentarians’ custody. They held a treason trial and condemned him to death.  
 Charles’ execution on 30 January 1649 ended her loving marriage and her 
consortship. His death was a devastating blow to her, and it left her financially and 
emotionally bereft. She stayed in the court of her nephew, Louis XIV, crafting an English 
court in exile where she worked to protect her children from the men who had murdered 
her husband. She was unsuccessful in gathering all of her children around her, as the 
young Elizabeth died in captivity, but Charles II, James, Henry, and Henrietta (Minette) 
all spent time at the French court. Henriette Marie spent her time negotiating marriages 
for her children, especially Charles, who eventually married his childhood betrothed, 
Catherine of Braganza. James married Anne Hyde without Henriette Marie’s permission, 
who was the daughter of the earl of Clarendon, a prominent Royalist supporter. Henry 
died before marriage, but the dowager queen had great success in marrying Minette to her 
cousin, Philippe the duke of Orleans.   
 Henriette Marie spent some time in England after her son’s Restoration in 1660 
and began to host entertainments and ambassadors just as she had when she was queen. 
She finalized the marriage negotiations for her daughter Minette and also mourned the 
loss of her eldest daughter Mary, who died of smallpox while visiting London after her 
brother’s restoration. Henriette Marie herself became ill of respiratory issues and went 
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back to France to recover. In 1669, she died of an opiate overdose, which had been 
administered to her by her nephew’s doctor to ease the pain of her coughing.  
 She was interred in the family crypt in Saint Denis, with her heart sent to her 
beloved convent in Chaillot, where she had intended to retire before her death to think on 
her life and pray for her soul. Henriette Marie was buried with all the pomp and 
circumstance as befitted a daughter of France, a madame royale, and a daughter of Henri 
IV. 
 Each of these foreign-born consorts was chosen for the potential boons they and 
associations with their kin could bring to England. For Katherine and Anna, they were 
reared in the courts of their mothers in the full knowledge that they would one day marry 
abroad for the interests of their natal family. Philip most likely never expected to marry 
abroad – he would have expected his wives to come to him, and so was not educated as a 
consort. Henriette Marie’s expectations were somewhat nebulous – marriage plans for her 
originally meant that she would wed a cousin and stay in France, so she was not educated 
as a potential bride for a foreign sovereign.  Their experiences growing up informed how 
they approached their role of peaceweaver and the confidence with which the performed 
their role. In the next chapter, I explore how their experiences, their choices, and their 
lives have been studied in the centuries since their deaths.  
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CHAPTER ONE: HISTORIOGRAPHY 
Biographical Works: Katherine of Aragon, Anna of Denmark, Henriette Marie de 
Bourbon, and Philip of Spain 
 Queenship, as a practice, has not generally been studied as such until the later part 
of the twentieth century. Queens and consorts, however, have been written about in 
chronicles, biographies, and fictional novels, usually dating to just after their lifetimes. In 
this part of the historiography, I will focus on the works which surround the lives of the 
consorts as individuals, rather than focus on the performance of their consortship. That 
will come later, when I analyze texts on consortship/queenship in tandem with primary 
and secondary literature concerning conduct manuals and guides. In this section, 
however, I will focus on biographical treatment of each consort, devoting much text to 
Agnes and Elisabeth Strickland’s Lives of the Queens of England and moving on to 
sections on each consort chronologically: Katherine of Aragon, Philip of Spain, Anna of 
Denmark, and Henriette Marie de Bourbon. In these sections I will explore other 
biographies dedicated to each consort, especially those that have been foundational for 
later scholarship or popular understanding of each figure, as well as particularly 
important edited collections, chapters in larger works, and articles.  
The study of queenship is experiencing a surge in interest and scholarship. Prior 
to this explosion in the last fifteen to twenty years, much of the work done on these 
queens was limited to the realm of biography. Often still discounted as less scholarly, the 
field of biography was often the only place where these queens and their contributions to 
historical events were mentioned. The foundational work in this field is Lives of the 
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Queens of England from the Norman Conquest by Agnes and Elisabeth Strickland.15 
Published in 1840, this multi-volume work opened up the stories of many lesser known 
queens and retold the lives of better-known ones for a wide reading audience. As queens, 
Katherine, Anna, and Henriette Marie all have sections devoted to them, and each 
receives a very different treatment from the Stricklands. Philip, necessarily, is not in the 
Strickland sisters’ influential and groundbreaking work. Much of what was written after 
about these queens was inspired by The Lives of the Queens of England, so it is 
exceedingly important to establish their perceptions of the accomplishments of each of 
these women.  
Katherine’s section is one of respect for a highly intelligent and strong-willed 
woman.  It begins with a brief study of the accomplishments and character of her well-
beloved mother, Isabel of Castile. Isabel is heralded as an almost divine figure herself, 
unafraid of danger, having kept the infidel from her Christian lands.16  Isabel was one of 
the, if not the, ‘most learned princess in Europe’ so it was only natural that her youngest 
daughter Katherine would have as careful of an education as her mother.17 From her 
earliest moments in England, the Stricklands imbue Katherine with a steely 
determination, and part of her longevity at court is her ability to read the room and act 
accordingly, such as from her first meeting with Henry VII.18 This ability was shown 
again at her pitiable condition after the death of “her admirable mother, [and she] was left 
 
15 Agnes Strickland and Elisabeth Strickland, Lives of the Queens of England, from the Norman Conquest : 
Now First Published from Official Records & Other Authentic Documents, Private as Well as Public 
(London: Hurst and Blackett, 1840). 
16 Agnes Strickland and Elisabeth Strickland, Lives of the Queens of England, from the Norman Conquest: 
Now First Published from Official Records & Other Authentic Documents, Private as Well as Public 
(London: Hurst and Blackett, 1852), vol ix, 64. 
17 Stricklands, Lives of the Queens of England (1852), vol iv, 64. 
18 Stricklands, Lives of the Queens of England (1852), vol iv, 66. 
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a passive victim at the disposal of the two wily diplomatists, her father king Ferdinand, 
and Henry VII.”19 The Stricklands gloss over what was perhaps one of the first episodes 
in Katherine’s life where she had to prove her resolute steadfastness: her widowhood. 
Instead, much more of the work concentrates on her marriages and the struggles within 
them, especially that which she shared with her second husband.20  
Her life with Henry was filled with joys and struggles, from her miscarriages to 
her victories, through which Katherine showed she was a devout woman and a loyal wife, 
and these virtues are ones upon which the Strickland sisters focus.  In the Stricklands’ 
narrative, Katherine fully displays her mettle during the King’s Great Matter. After 
offering to have Katherine sent to a nunnery, and her subsequent refusal, Henry refused 
to let Katherine see her daughter, which was “bitterer than death” to the queen.21 
However, “Katherine was not intimidated; the only effect it had was, that Wolsey heard 
her speak her mind…”22 Instead of kowtowing to the will of her husband and Wolsey, 
Katherine pushed back against them. In perhaps what was one of the most dramatic 
episodes in her eventful life, Katherine gave a speech which was preserved in Edward 
Hall’s Illustrious Chronicle among other near-contemporary sources. The Strickland 
sisters quote liberally from the speech, which was slightly reworked by Shakespeare and 
Fletcher in their Henry VIII: All is True.  
 
19 Stricklands, Lives of the Queens of England (1852), vol iv, 74. 
20 Instead, they give many details about what she wore to her wedding to Henry and manage to get her hair 
color wrong. “Her hair, which was black and very beautiful…”; Stricklands, Lives of the Queens of 
England (1852), vol iv, 77. 
21 Stricklands, Lives of the Queens of England (1852), vol iv, 98. 
22 Stricklands, Lives of the Queens of England (1852), vol iv, 99. 
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Their closing paragraph is a testament to the high regard in which they held the 
Spanish queen of England that she demonstrated “unstained integrity of word and 
action,” “sweetness, benevolence, and other saintly virtues,” and that she was “sustained 
by her own innate grandeur of soul” which carried her through “all her bitter trials 
without calumny succeeding in fixing a spot on her name.” Only Shakespeare, they 
contend, managed to represent a true portrayal of this magnificent and memorable queen. 
Anna’s portrayal by the Stricklands, though, is downright derogatory. The 
Strickland sisters open their section on Anna as such, “Anne of Denmark was undeniably 
inferior, both in education and intellect, to most of the royal ladies whose biographies 
have occupied our preceding volumes.”23 These sentiments influenced later biographers 
of the queen. According to the sisters, Anna was important to British history, not because 
of who she was, but to whom she was married. The authors seem to have a soft spot for 
James, but do not extend that same sympathy to Anna.24 Apparently, she also could not 
walk until she was nine years old.25 At least, though, she did not succumb to the hysteric 
belief in witches that had been making rounds in Denmark at the time.26 Her main faults, 
in the eyes of the Strickland sisters, was that “she was now and then petulant and 
fantastic,” which is a step or two above inferior in education and intellect, I imagine.27 
Unlike with other consorts, the Strickland sisters also take the time to explain why they 
call her Anne instead of the “Anna” she used to sign every document put in front of her – 
 
23 Stricklands, Lives of the Queens of England (1892), vol ix, pg. 1. 
24 The Stricklands seem to give James the benefit of the doubt and more sympathy for possible mistakes 
than they do for Anna – possibly because of how he grew up without parents. 
25 Agnes and Elisabeth Strickland, Lives of the Queens of England (Student’s Historical Series). (New 
York: Harper & Brothers, 1892), 420.  
26 Stricklands, Lives of the Queens of England (1892), 421. 
27 Stricklands, Lives of the Queens of England (1892), 423. 
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it was a “national name” they wrote, and that it was what she had been called by James 
and others in her time. She never referred to herself as “Anne,” though.28 
Each time the Strickland sisters compliment Anna it is qualified, “The court 
became somewhat civilized under the rule of the queen,” is an early example, from when 
she first arrived in Scotland.29 Another such backhanded compliment came after 
Elizabeth of England’s death when James ventured south to the kingdom that executed 
his mother. He did not make her regent in Scotland in his absence as even though “Her 
[Anna’s] disposition, though estimable in most points,” they began well enough, but in 
the end her temper “was too explosive and volatile.”30 More time is spent demonstrating 
James’ or her mother’s virtues, or on clothing, carriages, and witches than talking about 
Anna at all. Indeed, much of Anna’s agency seems to have been stripped away in the 
Stricklands’ telling of her life.  
Henriette Marie’s section is also generally positive like Katherine’s, and the 
underlying theme is that she was beautiful and vivacious, if uneducated (unlike 
Katherine). She was well educated in the arts and decorum, but little else, according to 
the Lives of the Queens of England. There is a feeling of empathy in the pages dedicated 
to Henriette Marie, as she was la reine malheureuse.31 The Strickland sisters spend much 
of her early section in contextualizing who her father and mother were, much like Anna 
and Katherine’s chapters, but then quickly bring the focus back on the French princess. 
 
28 Stricklands, Lives of the Queens of England (1852) vol. vii, 259. 
29 Stricklands, Lives of the Queens of England (1892), 425. 
30 Stricklands, Lives of the Queens of England (1892), 427. They continue to describe her as such through 
her journey to England and taking the English throne.  Again, like Katherine, they assume she had dark 
hair.  
31 Stricklands, Lives of the Queens of England (1852), vol. viii, 5.  
34 
 
 
They take great pains to reassure the readers of how well loved Henriette was in France 
and by her newfound countrymen and women. She was physically brave and vivacious, 
as well as beautiful and loyal. Her life, after the initial problematic incidents of Charles 
sending away Henriette’s French household, was filled with domestic bliss and many 
children, at least until the wars began. For the Stricklands, Henriette Marie and her strong 
relationship with her husband and children must have reminded them of their own queen, 
Victoria.   
Katherine of Aragon – Queen Consort of England 
In the century and a half or so since the publication of the Strickland sisters’ 
massive work, few biographies about Katherine, Anna, and Henriette Marie have been 
written, in comparison to those written about their husbands or prominent men in the 
Tudor or Stuart eras.  Major popular biographies of Katherine include the ones written by 
Francesca Claremont in 1939, Garrett Mattingly in 1941, Mary Luke in 1967, Giles 
Tremlett in 2010, and Patrick Williams in 2013. Tremlett’s incorporated more Spanish 
and international works than the others.32 There has been no recent shortage of articles or 
chapters on Katherine’s life, most importantly the works of Theresa Earenfight, namely 
“Regarding Catherine of Aragon” in Scholars and Poets Talk About Queens, and 
“Raising Infanta Catalina de Aragon to be Catherine, Queen of England” in Anuario de 
Estudios Medievales.33 
 
32 Francesca Claremont, Catherine of Aragon (London: Robert Hale Limited, 1939); Mattingly, Garrett, 
Catherine of Aragon (London: Cape, 1961); Mary M. Luke, Catherine, the Queen (New York: Coward-
McCann Inc., 1967); Patrick Williams, Katherine of Aragon: The Tragic Story of Henry VIII’s First 
Unfortunate Wife (Stroud: Amberley Publishing, 2013); Patrick Williams, Katherine of Aragon: The Tragic 
Story of Henry VIII’s First Unfortunate Wife (Stroud: Amberley Publishing, 2013). 
33 Theresa Earenfight, “Regarding Catherine of Aragon,” in Scholars and Poets Talk About Queens, ed. 
Carole Levin and Christine Stewart-Nunez, Queenship and Power (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2015); 
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While Mattingly’s biography is the gold standard for works on Katherine due to 
its approachable text and Mattingly’s ability to bring to life the historical personae who 
live again on its pages, the two most recent standout biographies detailing with Katherine 
of Aragon’s life are those written by Giles Tremlett, a journalist, and Patrick Williams, a 
professor of Spanish history. The earlier ones clearly inspired how much of Katherine’s 
story had been told thus far, but Tremlett and Williams each contributed something 
different to the study of the queen’s life. Tremlett’s Catherine of Aragon: The Spanish 
Queen of Henry VIII was published in 2013 and was the first major biography of her to 
include primary sources held in Spanish archives. Much of Katherine’s life, even though 
she spent it in England, was occupied with her natal home, and many of her letters were 
written for various family members who stayed on the Continent. Tremlett traces these 
sources and seeks to build a transnational picture of Katherine’s life.  
Williams takes a different approach – in that most of his biography really is not 
about Katherine. Instead, in Katharine of Aragon: The Tragic Story of Henry VIII’s First 
Unfortunate Wife, he finds key moments in her life and spends a massive amount of text 
providing the contextualization for those events, rather than on Katherine herself. 
Williams, while well versed in the history of the Continent takes a less than nuanced 
approach to English history, or really, to Katherine herself. He seeks to differentiate 
himself and his biography further by definitively claiming that Katherine and Arthur did 
not consummate their marriage. His argument is flimsy and, using his key points, it 
makes more sense that she did consummate her marriage to Arthur, rather than she did 
 
Theresa Earenfight, “Raising Infanta Catalina de Aragon to Be Catherine, Queen of England,” Anuario de 
Estudios Medievales 46, no. 1 (2016): 417–43. 
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not.34 However, for building on Tremlett’s Spanish archival work and bringing a larger 
scope to Katherine’s life and time, Williams did a magnificent job.  
In the last twenty years or so, there has been a massive influx of articles and book 
chapters on Katherine’s life and experiences, and some interesting genre or types of 
collections. One such genre is, somewhat like Lives of the Queens of England is the 
collective biography. Katherine holds a starring role in these that feature all six or some 
combination thereof of Henry VIII’s wives, who for most of the subsequent centuries 
since their deaths have not received individual attention, but rather have been forcibly 
lumped together because of their shared husband. This is different from a comparative 
biography, such as Michelle L. Beer’s Queenship at the Renaissance Courts which stars 
Katherine and her sister-in-law Margaret. Margaret and Katherine were chosen because 
there have been significant themes or experiences that make it useful to scholars to 
compare and contrast their lives. The only thing that linked each of Henry’s wives was 
Henry. As such, while I will explore the chapters dedicated to Katherine in these works, I 
will not spend too much time dissecting them as much as others that we have encountered 
thus far.  
While there have been too many collective biographies of Henry’s wives to count, 
the three most important have been written by names recognizable to scholars and buffs 
 
34 Williams argues throughout that she would have been taught her whole life that her function was to have 
children with her husband, and that her calling was matrimonial, not religious. While she would have been 
cautioned against having too much intercourse with her husband, it was absolutely necessary to cement the 
marriage and to procreate for the sake of the dynasty and realm. However, her brother Juan’s experience 
would have scared her parents into telling her to abstain as much as possible, while still somehow working 
to bear the fruits of her labors. This, to me, makes more sense that she would have consummated her 
marriage with Arthur, rather than she did not.  
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who know Tudor history: Alison Weir, Lady Antonia Fraser, and David Starkey.35 Weir 
and Fraser are well-known and highly published amateur historians whose works tend to 
be biographies. Weir has written books detailing the lives of Henry VIII, Elizabeth 
Tudor, Anne Boleyn, the young Edward V and Richard of Shrewsbury, Eleanor of 
Aquitaine, and Lady Jane Grey among others. Weir’s interest seems to also extend to the 
medieval and Fraser’s toward more modern. Fraser has also written biographies of Mary 
queen of Scots, James I, Charles II, Oliver Cromwell, and Marie Antoinette. Fraser and 
Weir’s collective biographies were released within a year of one another’s and deal with 
their subject matter in a remarkably similar manner. Both are determined to give each 
wife time to shine and to give her a thorough treatment, but by necessity and lack of 
sources, the lives of Jane Seymour, Anne of Cleves, and Katherine Howard seem to 
always be cut short in the text. The reality is the collective biographies focus more on the 
first two wives, Katherine of Aragon and Anne Boleyn, and the last, Katherine Parr. Both 
Weir and Fraser sought to tell the story of the king and his six wives from a point of view 
that privileged the lived experiences of the wives – as there was no way for Katherine to 
know she was only the first of six wives for Henry. 
David Starkey’s Six Wives follows the same pattern as Weir’s and Fraser’s books 
– most of the text is dedicated to Katherine of Aragon and Anne Boleyn, and the rest, 
about a third of the book, to the remaining four wives. Far from reinvigorating the 
posthumous reputations of these queens, Starkey reinforces the portraits painted in earlier 
collective biographies: Katherine of Aragon is a strong, devout Catholic who loved 
 
35 Alison Weir, The Six Wives of Henry VIII (London: The Bodley Head, 1991); Antonia Fraser, The Wives 
of Henry VIII (New York: Vintage Books, 1992); David Starkey, Six Wives: The Queens of Henry VIII 
(New York: HarperCollins, 2003).  
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Henry; Anne Boleyn is an intelligent Reformer who could not keep her biting wit under 
control; Jane Seymour is bland and barely literate; Anne of Cleves barely registers; 
Katherine Howard is a hedonistic wanton; and Katherine Parr is matronly and devout. 
These portrayals are problematic at best and could be downright offensive. While Starkey 
is an expert on Henry VIII and his life – he does not seem to extend the same sympathy 
and critical thought to his work on his favorite subject’s wives. Starkey, Fraser, and Weir 
all wrote well researched and approachable collective biographies that were well-received 
by the intended public audiences. Just like the Lives of the Queens of England by the 
Strickland sisters, each of these works has influenced popular understandings of the lives 
of each of these consorts and shaped how their memories are performed in other media. 
There are many scholarly articles and chapters in edited collections which focus 
on Katherine’s lived experiences and her queenship, which I will analyze in the next 
chapter. 
Philip of Spain – King Consort of England 
 Philip, for all his diligence and hard work, not to mention his massive inheritance, 
has, when it comes to his brief tenure as king-consort to Mary Tudor has also been 
largely ignored or, when it was examined at all, colored with the Black Legend that 
seems to surround both Spain and “Bloody” Mary. Historians who study Spain certainly 
do work on Philip, and there is a significant amount of work devoted to him as 
ruler/administrator of much of the early modern known western world in the form of 
articles and chapters in collections, in addition to several well-crafted and impeccably 
researched biographies by Geoffrey Parker, who wrote two; Henry Kamen; and Patrick 
Williams. However, his connection to England as king-consort is not as well studied as 
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perhaps his role as leader of the Invincible Armada’s crusade. This is shifting now, and 
there are new works which highlight his tenure as England’s first male consort, but they 
are few and far between. Much of this work is done in context with a rehabilitation of 
Mary’s image, and the charge is led by Valerie Schutte, Sarah Duncan, and Alexander 
Samson. Philip’s tenure as king-consort is understudied in favor of the rest of his long 
life. He was, for the majority of his many years, devoted to running his Continental and 
colonial empire, with England’s privateers a thorn in his side, Elizabeth instigating issues 
in the Spanish Netherlands, and England itself a little more than a footnote in a much 
longer and richer story.  
 Biographies of Philip in English exist, but there are not many of them. The 
foundational biography is by Henry Kamen, a historian who is also known for his work 
on the Spanish Inquisition. The other major Anglophonic scholar whose work has 
focused on Philip is Geoffrey Parker, author of three English-language monographs on 
Philip or his reign. For the purposes of this dissertation, I will be looking at Kamen’s and 
Parker’s works, as well as Harry Kelsey’s Philip of Spain, King of England: the forgotten 
sovereign, even though it is a less scholarly work, it has a direct focus on Philip’s time as 
king-consort which is unique and works well for this dissertation.36  
 While Parker wrote his first biography of Philip in the 1970s, he heavily revised it 
and incorporated rediscovered primary sources for an entirely new work in Imprudent 
King, published in 2014. Henry Kamen’s Philp of Spain strove to include some largely 
ignored state papers and correspondence from over fifteen archives, and Kamen’s work 
 
36 Henry Kamen, Philip of Spain (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1999); Geoffrey Parker, Imprudent 
King: A New Life of Philip II (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2014); and Harry Kelsey, Philip of 
Spain, King of England: the forgotten sovereign (London: IB Tauris, 2011).  
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built on Parker’s earlier short biography. Both scholars seek to show Philip as more than 
just the Black Legend that surrounded him – and while neither make him out to be 
entirely the master of his fate, Kamen takes away nearly all personal responsibility and 
agency from the king, “Philip was never at any time in adequate control of events, or of 
his kingdoms, or even of his own destiny.”37 Parker, however, incorporates even more 
previously forgotten primary sources, the Altamira documents, in his revised work where 
he does homage to Kamen’s efforts, but also disagrees with his stance on Philip and the 
concept of destiny, that he was destined to rule over such a large and diverse empire or 
that he was bound to always come out on top. “I reject such extreme determinism,” 
Parker writes in his preface to Imprudent King, “Certainly some ‘events,’ and even some 
‘kingdoms,’ occasionally escaped from Philip’s control… but Philip spent almost every 
day of his long life taking decisions intended either to retain or to regain the initiative.”38 
Both biographies are helpful in approaching Philip from a scholarly and well-researched 
view, and have given me a far greater understanding of just who he was. For many 
scholars of Tudor England, Philip is generally classified as a dangerous threat, either due 
to his Catholicism, his marriage to Mary, or his vast, powerful empire. Encountering 
Philip outside of the Black Legend that surrounds him in much of the historiography of 
Tudor England, he becomes a more complex and nuanced individual, with flaws as well 
as good intentions. The sun never set on Philip’s empire, and it seems that once he 
assumed the reigns of full command upon his father’s abdication, Philip never got to rest. 
He had a long apprenticeship in the art of ruling and was an effective administrator – but 
 
37 Kamen, Philip, 320.  
38 Parker, Imprudent King, xvii.  
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also a micromanager. It is not surprising that he himself got lost among all of the lands he 
was holding, the events he influenced, and the personalities he lived among.  
 Harry Kelsey’s book, Philip of Spain, King of England, seeks to rectify that exact 
problem. He was the first, and only, king-consort of England. However well intentioned, 
Kelsey’s book falls prey to the problem he seeks to address. Much of the book is 
dedicated to Mary, rather than her husband, and Philip once again falls through the 
cracks. Kelsey’s aim is an interesting one but lacks finesse in the execution.  
Anna of Denmark – Queen of Scots and Queen of England, Scotland, and Ireland 
Anna of Denmark has not been so lucky, as only one major biography of her life 
was released in the years after the Stricklands’. Presumably written for a popular 
audience, Ethel Carleton Williams’ Anne of Denmark was, for the time in which it was 
published, largely sympathetic to the Queen, although a bit negative.39 Characterized as a 
magpie with a love of shiny things and being the center of attention, Anna’s real and 
verifiable contributions to diplomacy, patronage, and the performing arts are neglected or 
intentionally downplayed as whimsical and non-important. Carleton Williams’ biography 
seems to be heavily inspired by the chapters written by the Strickland sisters, and there is 
much respect for Anna’s mother, Queen Sophie, in the text. Going much more into depth 
about the life of Anna, Carleton Williams seems to have a respect for Anna that the 
Strickland sisters did not display, “Anne learnt two lessons which were to be invaluable 
in her later life; one was to be self-reliant and never depend on other people and the other 
-and more important- was to fight for what she believed to be right and to struggle on, 
 
39 Ethel Carleton Williams, Anne of Denmark (London: Longman Group Limited, 1970). 
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even when all seemed lost.”40 This sentiment was meant as both a compliment to Anna 
and to her mother, with whom Carleton Williams compared her. 
While Anna has not enjoyed as much work dedicated to her as either Katherine, 
Henriette Marie, or Philip, recently there has been a surge of interest in her influence as a 
wielder of soft power at court, rather than the instantiated authority of James or a male 
monarch. Within that focus, scholars have written about her importance in court culture, 
patronage networks, and her innovations in masquing. Clare McManus’ Women on the 
Renaissance Stage is a foundational text in understanding the performative nature of 
masquing and its intersection with Anna’s queenship.41 McManus’ text seeks to not only 
demonstrate just how closely tied Anna’s masquing was to her queenship, it also argued 
that her masquing, and performance of other rituals such as coronation and triumphal 
entries, were linked and showed her agency and connection to power. 
Leeds Barroll’s Anna of Denmark: A Cultural Biography operates in a similar 
vein, and also focuses on her masquing.42 In Anna of Denmark, Barroll challenges 
previous assumptions regarding Anna’s importance, or lack thereof, to massive shifts 
between Elizabethan and Jacobean court cultures. While merely the presence of a queen 
consort created some of that change, Anna herself also crafted a court of high culture and 
with a reverence for the arts. Barroll does not seek to craft a traditional biography with 
his monograph, but, and this was key in the early part of the twenty-first century, simply 
argue that perhaps Anna’s accomplishments should garner a second look, rather than be 
 
40 Carleton Williams, Anne of Denmark, 5. 
41 Clare McManus, Women on the Renaissance Stage: Anna of Denmark and Female Masquing in the 
Stuart Court (1590-1619) (New York: Manchester University Press, 2002). 
42 Leeds Barroll, Anna of Denmark, Queen of England, A Cultural Biography (Philadelphia: University of 
Pennsylvania Press, 2001). 
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dismissed out of hand. Her dismissal by previous scholars such as the Stricklands, as a 
royal bobble-head who sought only immediate pleasures, is entirely incorrect, Barroll 
asserts. “The queen consort who greeted England in 1603,” he writes, “had already 
demonstrated a propensity for behaving in ways sufficiently iron-willed and imaginative 
to render her traditional reputation for triviality almost ludicrous.”43 This ‘traditional 
reputation’ certainly must have either come directly from the Strickland sisters or been 
heavily influenced by their representation of Anna. 
More recently than either Katherine or Henriette Marie, Anna’s tenure as consort 
has undergone a massive revision in scholarly articles. This revision is trickling into 
monographs, but the majority of work done recently on Anna takes the form of 
conference papers, unpublished dissertations/theses, or journal articles. Most of these 
tend more toward Anna’s performance of her queenship, rather than a biographical bent, 
so I will be discussing these in the next section, “Towards Consortship.”  
Henriette Marie de Bourbon – Queen Consort of England, Scotland, and Ireland 
Henriette Marie, it seems, has enjoyed popularity surpassing both Katherine and 
Anna, in scholarly and popular works. Perhaps this is partly due to a resurgence in 
popularity for the She-Majesty Generalissima and her martyr king in the Victorian 
period, when the memories of her seeming domestic bliss with Charles resonated with the 
subjects of Victoria and Albert. Henriette Marie’s role in the Wars of the Three 
Kingdoms and her influence over Charles has been hotly debated in the centuries since 
her death, and her biographies are no exception to that trend.  
 
43 Barroll, Anna of Denmark, 9. 
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Henriette Marie’s biographers have been lively and diligent, working throughout 
the twentieth century: I. A. Taylor in 1902, Henrietta Haynes in 1912, Carola Lenanton 
Oman in 1936, Jane Oliver in 1940, Quentin Bone in 1972, Elizabeth Hamilton in 1976, 
Rosalind Marshall in 1991, Alison Plowden in 2001, and Dominic Pearce in 2015.44 
Much like biographies of Katherine of Aragon, those written about Henriette Marie are 
largely sympathetic to their subject, taking into account the tragedies she suffered in her 
lifetime. One of the most important source collections for all of these biographies, 
including The Lives of the Queens of England, was Letters of Queen Henrietta Maria, 
edited by Mary Anne Everett Green.45 
While not a biography per se, Letters is much more than just an edited collection 
of Henriette Marie’s correspondence. Given the circumstances of her life, these letters 
have import on the national stage as they involved strategy and planning during the Wars 
of the Three Kingdoms. They also give readers a chance to peer into the (as much as it 
was expected to be) private correspondence between husband and wife. These letters 
include touching and emotional sentiments as well as battlefield advice. Ms. Green’s 
work on these letters was a three-year long project where she gathered, translated, 
deciphered, and re-ordered transcripts to make a cohesive chronological single-language 
collection of letters.46 Green also wrote contextual paragraphs for many of the letters, 
 
44 I. A. Taylor, The Life of Queen Henrietta Maria, 2 vols. (London: Hutchinson & Co., 1906); Henrietta 
Haynes, Henrietta Maria (London: Methuen & Co., 1912); Carola Lenanton Oman, Henrietta Maria 
(London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1936); Jane Oliver, Queen of Tears: The Life of Henrietta Maria 
(London: Collins, 1940); Quentin Bone, Henrietta Maria: Queen of the Cavaliers (Chicago: University of 
Illinois Press, 1972); Elizabeth Hamilton, Henrietta Maria (New York: Coward, McCann & Geoghegan, 
Inc., 1976); Rosalind Marshall, Henrietta Maria: The Intrepid Queen (London: Stemmer House Publishers, 
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which was based on her previous research and on the Strickland sisters, Lives of the 
Queens of England. While some of her translations may have come under scrutiny in 
recent scholarship, as in Michelle Anne White’s Henrietta Maria and the English Civil 
Wars, the impact that Green had on any study of Henriette Marie’s lifetime is 
invaluable.47  
The biographies, while all generally sympathetic to the queen, all take slightly 
different angles in telling her life’s story. The earlier biographies, especially those of 
Haynes and Oman, tended to blame her for much of England’s woes during the 1640s. 
While it was not necessarily her fault, she was a strong-willed Catholic woman and in 
their depictions, Charles was a push over who was easily controlled by Henriette Marie’s 
forceful personality. The biographies from the mid-century tended to disagree with the 
earlier works in that while Henriette did have influence over Charles, and thus 
contributed to the ills of the war years, her powers were strictly confined to the domestic 
sphere, rather than politicking. Quentin Bone writes as such, “[Henriette Marie’s] 
influence was primarily of a personal and familial sort rather than of a significant 
political nature.”48 More recent works, including by Alison Plowden, are based on 
Bone’s foundation, “…Henrietta exerted very little political influence over her husband 
[but] her personal influence and example were important.”49 Pearce, in his work simply 
titled Henrietta Maria, takes the tack that the Queen was a maligned and misunderstood 
 
47 Michelle Anne White, Henriette Marie and the English Civil Wars (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2006), n. 10, pg. 
62. This is demonstrative of a shift in editorial practices from Green’s work until White’s. Green sought to 
‘correct’ Henriette’s grammar and spelling to make it more elegant for the reader, whereas White prints the 
less refined prose as Henriette wrote it.   
48 Bone, Queen of the Cavaliers, vi.  
49 Plowden, Charles I’s Indomitable Queen, 99. 
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queen, painted in a harsh light by the Puritans who fought her husband in the Wars of the 
Three Kingdoms. 
Many of Henriette Marie’s biographies were written by popular historians for a 
popular audience, and Pearce’s work is exemplar of that trend. His background is in 
classics and finance, but he had a strong interest in the history of early modern England 
and has an apparent affinity with languages.  While Bone and Marshall were academics 
writing for a public audience, there have also been scholars writing for an academic 
audience as well, the latest of these works, and the most applicable to this dissertation, is 
Michelle Anne White’s monograph Henrietta Maria and the English Civil Wars.50 
Just as there is no shortage of popular biographies dedicated to Henriette Marie, 
there are a large number of scholarly articles and monographs dedicated to aspects of her 
tenure as queen consort and to her life in general. Some of the most important for this 
study are those that deal with her artistic influences, such as her performances, her 
patronage of the theatre, or her use of painting, portraiture, and material culture to bolster 
her queenly image, chiefly Drama at the Courts of Queen Henrietta Maria by Karen 
Britland and On Display: Henrietta Maria and the Materials of Magnificence at the 
Stuart Court by Erin Griffey.  
Britland’s work naturally focuses on the queen’s masquing career and her 
patronage of playwrights and theatre companies. In it, Britland challenges the notion that 
Henriette Marie was only a frivolous woman, who, like Anna, had single mindedly 
enjoyed masquing while England metaphorically burnt down around her, or a 
 
50 White, Henriette Marie and the English Civil Wars. 
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foreshadowing of how Marie Antoinette would later be portrayed. Historiography 
surrounding her tenure as queen consort to Charles, while most biographies tend to 
portray her in a positive light do so by highlighting qualities and virtues more important 
in the timeframe of the author – as in with the Stricklands, Henriette Marie’s devotion to 
her husband struck a chord in Victorian Britain or in Plowden’s early 2000s version of 
her Henriette Marie was a stubborn, emotional, and charismatic woman who was ruled by 
her heart and faith, rather than by expectations set upon her by others. Britland, by 
examining her performance in and patronage of theatrical works, seeks to challenge the 
assumption that masquing was merely a diversion. Her masques, Britland contends, were 
a distinctly feminine cultural production, with an emphasis on the pastoral, but they also 
served to demonstrate some of her political and religious aspirations through their themes 
of platonic love and unity. This was especially apparent in the masques in which she 
danced jointly with Charles. However, Henriette Marie was careful to maintain an 
“independent political and cultural identity” that was able to compliment Charles’ and 
established Stuart iconography but that also signaled her out as “an important conduit” to 
Charles and sites of authority and power.51 
On Display is both a semi-biographical monograph and artbook dedicated to 
Henriette Marie’s use of material culture throughout her lifetime. In it, Erin Griffey 
begins with the strong influence of her mother, Marie d’Medici’s, artistic tastes and how 
Henriette Marie emulated her preferences for displaying royal majesty. Throughout her 
life, Henriette developed her own tastes that, much like Britland’s assessment of her 
 
51 Karen Britland, Drama at the Courts of Queen Henrietta Maria (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2006), 224.  
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masquing career, both established Henriette’s talent at curating art pieces and also 
bolstered Charles’ image through her commissioned works. Griffey is diligent and 
includes not just paintings (allegorical and portraiture) in her analysis, but also 
architecture, in dealing with Henriette Marie’s residences or chapels, medallions, 
clothing, inventories of her belongings, and tapestries among other physical reminders of 
the queen’s life. Griffey even includes a translated inventory of Henriette Marie’s 
wedding trousseau and post-mortem inventories to give readers an even better idea of the 
types of wealth that belonged to the queen. 
Griffey is also the author of many book chapters and articles dedicated to the life 
of Henriette Marie. Her most recent is “Express yourself? Henriette Marie and the 
political value of emotional display at the Stuart court.”52 In it, she talks around one of 
the most important lynchpins of this dissertation: the performativity of consortship. As 
individuals living in the twenty-first century, it is impossible to determine genuine 
emotional displays of individuals living in the past (or indeed, in any individuals other 
than ourselves), but we can observe through the careful reading of primary sources the 
performance of emotion. Griffey seeks to demonstrate that Henriette Marie’s displays of 
emotion were, due to her status and birth, inherently political as well as personal. With 
emotive actions, the queen was able to form and maintain bonds with others, 
strengthening her national and international networks, as well as engender the love and 
compassion of her people through her displays of joy, such as at the birth of Charles II, or 
her misery, at the execution of Charles I.  
 
52 Erin Griffey, “Express yourself? Henriette Marie and the political value of emotional display at the Stuart 
court,” The Seventeenth Century, 2019.  
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I would be remiss if I did not mention the works of Caroline Hibbard or Sara J. 
Wolfson when examining the revision of Henriette Marie’s historiography. Both scholars 
have done extensive work on Henriette Marie’s household. Wolfson builds on the slightly 
earlier scholarship of Hibbard, working to tease out the trans-and international threads of 
the queen’s diplomatic experiences. As Barbara J. Harris wrote in her “Women and 
Politics in  Early  Tudor England,” one of the most common ways in which women 
influenced politics was through their roles as matchmakers.53 Wolfson, working with 
Valentina Caldari, edited a recently published collection of essays which explored that 
idea of matchmaking as politicking entitled Marriage Diplomacy: Early Stuart Dynastic 
Politics in their European Context.54  In it, Henriette Marie is not a main figure, as many 
of the essays are dedicated to Anglo-Spanish and Anglo-Dutch relations, but Wolfson 
herself contributed an essay to the collection which explores Henriette’s French 
household, before they were summarily released from their duties to the queen and sent 
back to France, and how they helped to keep Henriette Marie’s French practice of 
Catholicism ‘pure’ and to encourage her to convert the English nobility.55 Especially 
pertinent is Caroline Hibbard’s work on religion at the Stuart court, “Translating 
Royalty,” and, “The role of a Queen Consort.”56 “Translating Royalty: Henriette Marie 
 
53 Barbara J. Harris, “Women and Politics in Early Tudor England,” The Historical Journal, vol. 33, no. 2 
(June 1990): 259-281, 260.  
54 Valentina Caldari and Sara J. Wolfson, eds. Stuart Marriage Diplomacy: Dynastic Politics in Their 
European Context, 1604-1630 (Woodbridge: The Boydell Press, 2018). 
55 Sara J. Wolfson, “Practical proselytizing: the impact of counter-Reformation Catholicism at the Caroline 
court, 1625-1625” in Valentina Caldari & Sara J. Wolfson eds., Stuart Marriage Diplomacy. 
56 Caroline M. Hibbard, “Early Stuart Catholicism: Revisions and Re-Revisions,” The Journal of Modern 
History, vol. 52, no. 1 (March 1980): 1-34; Hibbard, “Translating Royalty: Henrietta Maria and the 
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The Household and court of Henrietta Maria 1625-1642,” in Ronald G. Asch and Adolf M. Birke eds., 
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and the transition from princess to queen,” is the most relevant to this project, and 
focuses on the performances of Henriette Marie in public ceremony, and how those 
ceremonies were mean to incorporate a new queen into her new kingdom’s society.57  
Towards Consortship: A Historiographic Essay 
Queenship, as a field of study and lens of analysis, has been undergoing a 
renaissance in scholarship. Works seek to define not just a listing of the acts that queens 
performed, but also to understand the meaning behind their acts and how they, as queens, 
carved out roles of authority and power in a patriarchal society that would have denied 
them agency otherwise. In this section of my dissertation, I will pinpoint and refine the 
‘traditional’ roles a queen performed as a consort in the early modern period in England 
and Scotland. As I already mentioned, I will not be including English-born consorts in 
this dissertation as one of the roles that a consort could perform in court was that of the 
natural ambassador – an extension of a much older ‘traditional’ role of ‘peace-weaver.’ 
Only a foreign-born consort could fulfill this role, as Katherine of Aragon did as the first 
recognized and credentialed female ambassador in European history.  After pinpointing 
these roles, I will utilize several well-known contemporary conduct manuals to define 
expected idealized gender roles for men and women in sixteenth and early seventeenth 
centuries. My purpose in doing this is to point out similarities in roles performed by 
kings- and queens-consort and those expected of all men and women.  
 
57 “The Role of A Consort Queen,” while tantalizingly titled, is more of a dry listing of members of 
Henriette’s household, and an analysis of how her household personnel and Charles’ overlapped, rather 
than the functions that Henriette performed at court. 
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 My reasoning for that is I want to craft a gender-neutral definition of the roles a 
consort played. Instead of looking only at the feminine side of the royal equation 
(Katherine, Anna, and Henriette Marie), by incorporating positions and roles inhabited by 
men (Philip) who also performed the role of consort, I hope to demonstrate that there 
were specific roles that a consort was expected to perform that was outside of typified 
gender norms. Those are specific to their elevation to that role – but there were also 
performances and expectations of them that was similar to that of other housewives or 
husbands, and I argue that those roles are due to their perceived and constructed gender, 
rather than as a function of their consortship. To be a “good” consort was to be something 
different than a “good” wife, just as to be a “good” sovereign was different than a “good” 
husband, or vice versa. Consorts, outside of their duties as either husband or wife, 
performed functions for the monarchy that were outside of the domain of any other 
husband or wife, just as a sovereign was expected to perform different roles than any 
other individual in the realm. While a female consort was typical, and near universal, in 
English history, not every consort was a woman, just as not every sovereign was a man. 
Consortship, then, should be a field of study, just as much as queenship or kingship. This 
study seeks to begin that research by exploring the experiences of four Tudor and Stuart 
foreign-born consorts who left their natal homes with expectations and prerogatives 
heaped upon them on their arrival in England.  
 To begin, I will work to create a definitive list of the roles performed by consort 
queens. I believe that there was much continuity between the roles a medieval queen 
consort performed and the performance of early modern consort queenship – the roles 
themselves did not change but how they were performed did. So I will begin with studies 
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of late medieval queens of England and them move to the early modern. After that, I will 
incorporate the small amount of work that has been devoted to Philip and his consort 
kingship.  
 Then, I will discuss conduct books and how they were used by authors to craft 
idealized gender performances. From these texts, I will define the expectations placed on 
men and women in the period of study. Once I have a baseline of gender expectations 
from conduct books, I will apply these to the roles performed by early modern consorts – 
and examine which were functions of their gender and which were functions of their 
status as consorts.  After these functions are established, I will move into the analysis of 
how each consort performed their roles in the following chapters. 
As I mentioned before, queenship has been a blossoming field, rich for research 
and full of strong scholarship. There are several foundational texts in studying queenship 
in medieval and early modern England, and they are Joanna Laynesmith’s The Last 
Medieval Queens, The Rituals and Rhetoric of Queenship, edited by Liz Oakley-Brown 
and Louise J. Wilkinson, Theresa Earenfight’s Queenship in Medieval Europe, and the 
forthcoming Queenship in Early Modern Europe by Charles Beem.58 Each one of these 
books grapples with the questions “What did it mean to be a queen?”, “How does one 
become a queen?”, and “What functions did a queen perform?” which, in the study of 
queen/consortship, these questions and works are incredibly important. Asking these 
questions and spending time to study and publish responses to them created queenship as 
 
58 Joanna Laynesmith, The Last Medieval Queens: English Queenship 1445-1503 (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2004); Liz Oakley-Brown and Louise J. Wilkinson, eds., The Rituals and Rhetoric of 
Queenship, Medieval to Early Modern (Dublin: Four Courts Press, 2009); Theresa Earenfight, Queenship 
in Medieval Europe (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013); Charles Beem, Queenship in Early Modern 
Europe (New York: Red Globe Press, 2019). 
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a field of study. Kingship had already been studied as a phenomenon and a practice but 
queenship did not enjoy the same types of analysis. Queens were studied – as I pointed 
out – in biographies, separate from one another, which did not allow for a historical 
analysis of change over time. By putting the careers and decisions of queens in 
conversation with one another, these works did not create the field but they have 
bolstered it and are creating a solid foundation for future study. 
Laynesmith and Earenfight both focus on the medieval period in European history 
– Laynesmith on England and Earenfight on Europe broadly. Rituals and Rhetoric takes 
on English or British born queens in the late medieval and early modern periods. All of 
these books contend with the questions that I posed earlier and come to similar answers 
through different means. Earenfight’s elegant tome is a survey of important events and 
innovations in the evolution of queenship as an institution in the western world. 
Laynesmith focuses entirely on the queens of England during the Wars of the Roses: 
Margaret of Anjou, Elizabeth Woodville, Anne Neville, and Elizabeth of York.59 She 
asks several guiding questions in her work, “What sort of woman was chosen to be a 
queen? What behavior was expected of her? What power or authority was granted to her? 
How did the king use her in the exercise of kingship? And what happened when kingship 
was in crisis or the queen could not live up to the ideals expected of her?”60 Throughout, 
she concentrates on each queen as a “sharer in the royal dignity,” which I contend is a 
key feature of a consort’s role, regardless of perceived gender.61 Laynesmith traces 
 
59 Though, as Laynesmith points out, when she Richard of Gloucester, Anne Neville had to expectations of 
becoming queen of England. Each of the other figures in her study, Margaret of Anjou, Elizabeth 
Woodville, and Elizabeth of York, all wed kings who had been reigning for some time before their 
marriage. These women were specifically chosen as royal consorts. 
60 Laynesmith, Last Medieval Queens, 1.  
61 Laynesmith, Last Medieval Queens, 2.  
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important factors which went into choosing a queen of England in the late fifteenth 
century: her nationality, social status, state of virginity, and whether or not she and the 
king were in love.62 These factors continued to be important in the choice of consort in 
the early modern period as well, especially nationality and social status, as some 
kingdoms could offer greater chances for networking and trade than others, or could offer 
some other boons, like military support and alliances against other powers.  
For Laynesmith, the roles of a consort queen were consistent. While there were 
myriad factors which went into choosing a queen, how one was made (and made oneself) 
through ritual and behavior was somewhat standardized from consort to consort. In her 
introduction, Laynesmith identifies three main functions that a queen was intended to 
fulfill: intercessor,63 between the king and his people, or between members of the family; 
patron or giver of largesse,64 as of the arts and education as well as charitable works; and 
“links to potentially useful family”65 or as I would put it, networking. She also introduces 
her readers to what contemporaries of these queens in the late fifteenth century thought a 
queen’s role should be – by looking at conduct books or guide literature, namely 
Christine de Pizan’s Treasure of the City of Ladies, which while she cannot guarantee 
that any of her queens had read the text, it was highly likely as it was a popular work 
among high-born literate ladies for the next few centuries. Perhaps most importantly for 
the purposes of this dissertation is an almost thrown away remark that Laynesmith makes 
regarding contemporary attitudes towards queens in this period: “Moreover, this work 
 
62 In this, too, Elizabeth Woodville is an outlier – while she was not the only widow (Anne Neville was as 
well), she was much lower social status than any other royal bride in the study. 
63 Laynesmith, Last Medieval Queens, 6. 
64 Laynesmith, Last Medieval Queens, 7. 
65 Laynesmith, Last Medieval Queens, 8.  
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[Treasure of the City of Ladies] is quite exceptional,” writes Laynesmith, “the scant 
reference to queens in the vast majority of fifteenth-century advice literature implied that 
essentially a queen’s role was no different from that of any other woman.”66 The role of 
the wife of a sovereign was no different than what was expected of any other woman at 
the time. A consort, though, I argue, had a very different set of expectations and 
responsibilities. The responsibilities of a consort were different than those of other 
individuals in the kingdom, man or woman, just as those of the sovereign were different 
from other individuals in the kingdom. 
Michelle L. Beer’s Queenship at the Renaissance Courts of Britain is an 
interesting addition to the historiography of queenship – she does not focus on the 
practice of queenship broadly.67 Instead, Beer works on analyzing the performances and 
construction of the queenships of Katherine of Aragon and her sister-in-law Margaret 
Tudor. They both were foreign-born consort queens in their marital realms, England and 
Scotland respectively, and they both utilized similar performances of regality through 
sartorial expression, patronage, and the appropriation of rituals to support their 
expressions of authority and performances of unofficial power. Beer seems to have been 
heavily influenced by Laynesmith, and builds on the idea that queens were much more 
than simply the sharer of the royal bed – that they codified roles for themselves to 
perform at court and with the kingdom. Performance was key to Beer’s definition of 
queenship, especially that at Field of the Cloth of Gold or during religious rituals.  
 
66 Laynesmith, Last Medieval Queens, 4. Emphasis mine. 
67 Michelle L. Beer, Queenship at the Renaissance Courts of Britain: Catherine of Aragon and Margaret 
Tudor, 1503-1533 (Rochester, NY: Boydell & Brewer, 2018).  
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Performance will be a key theme to successful queenship, as is evidenced in High 
and Mighty Queens of Early Modern England, a collection of essays edited by Carole 
Levin, Debra Barrett-Graves and Jo Eldridge Carney.68 In it, Katherine features as main 
subject in three of the chapters, and for the purposes of this dissertation, the most 
important is the one by Timothy Elston, “Transformation or Continuity?”69 In it, Elston 
draws from his PhD dissertation, Almost the Perfect Woman to demonstrate Katherine’s 
influence in the education of her daughter Mary through her patronage of both Juan Luis 
Vives and eventually Erasmus in the creation of treatises covering decorum, education, 
and marriage.70 His dissertation is far more relevant to this dissertation, though, in that he 
speaks to Katherine’s performance of her femininity and queenship, and, much like I will 
in the coming chapters, analyzes these performances against the contemporary measuring 
stick of conduct books. Elston comes to the conclusion that Katherine’s performance of 
 
68 Carole Levin, Debra Barrett-Graves, & Jo Eldridge Carney, eds., High and Mighty Queens of Early 
Modern England (New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2003). There are many fantastic books in the field of 
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her femininity and her queenship was within male published expectations when it suited 
her, but her failure to adhere to established expectations did not harm her public image.  
Also included in the collection is an essay on Anna of Denmark. “Unmasquing 
the connections between Jacobean Politics and Policy” by Louis H. Roper was 
groundbreaking – he was following on the heels of Leeds Barroll and Clare McManus 
and took an entirely different tack when analyzing the career of Anna.71 Instead of 
focusing on her contribution to the arts, which has been a successful method to 
rehabilitating her image, he wrote about her participation in politics and her circle of 
associates’ role in the success of Jamestown, Virginia. This chapter has helped to 
invigorate study on her accomplishments and challenges in a way that does not 
automatically assume she was stupid or flighty, as was the case in previous works that I 
have already discussed. In focusing on her skill at networking and using that network of 
allies and friends to create a lasting colony, Anna exhibited her strength at the most 
important job for a consort – establishing and maintaining networks, both domestic and 
abroad. One of the first of the unapologetic revisions of Anna’s career that does not focus 
on her masqing, Roper’s chapter is particularly important for its fresh take on Anna’s 
centrality within the Jacobean court.  
Another text which concretely illustrates the centrality of queens and the 
performance of queenship to European monarchies is Theresa Earenfight’s Queenship in 
Medieval Europe. Earenfight’s text is broader than Laynesmith’s as she describes the 
evolution of the established institution of queenship in the medieval period. She includes 
 
71 Louis H. Roper, “Unmasquing the Connections between Jacobean Politics and Policy: the circle of Anna 
of Denmark and the Beginning of the English Empire, 1614-1618,” in Levin, Barrett-Graves, and Eldridge 
Carney eds. High and Mighty Queens of Early Modern England (New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2003).  
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queens from kingdoms all over Europe, from Hungary and the Byzantine empire 
(empresses) in the east to short discussions of Ireland in the west. Much work is focused 
on the Iberian Peninsula, France, and England with a concerted effort to include central 
and eastern European kingdoms. For Earenfight, the modes and roles of queenship 
necessarily change over time, so for the purposes of this dissertation, I will focus on her 
final chapter and epilogue, “Queenship in a Crisis of Monarchy, c. 1350-1500” and 
“Queenship from Medieval to Early modern Europe,” which are roughly parallel in time 
to Laynesmith’s Last Medieval Queens.  
Where Laynesmith only spends time discussing “queens” who were queens 
consort, which makes sense as at the time England only had consort queens,72 Earenfight 
points out that on the continent there were several different roles a woman could play in 
the monarchy. Monarchy, as Earenfight defines it, is not power being concentrated in the 
hands of one person, the sovereign, rather it is a composite network of “crisscrossing of 
the lives of queens and kings intersected in every way, creating a powerful network of 
power – familial, linguistic, cultural, religious and economic…”73 Because of the 
multivalent nature of monarchy there were many roles which could only be played by 
women or that a woman could step into under the right circumstances. This is why 
Earenfight defines queens consort, queens lieutenant, queen mothers, dowager queens, 
queens regent, and concubines or mistresses as different roles that women stepped into in 
the monarchical hierarchy. In different ways, these roles also pop up in early modern 
England, but there was no officially recognized mistress position as in France, maitresse 
 
72 Elizabeth Woodville was technically a queen mother in the short reign of her uncrowned son, Edward V, 
and the tenure of her daughter, Elizabeth of York, but her influence was mitigated by Margaret Beaufort’s 
rise at court as Henry VII’s mother, or “My lady the King’s mother.”  
73 Earenfight, Queenship in Medieval Europe, 249.  
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en titre, or an Aragonese queen lieutenant. In England, queens consort could step into a 
regency at the behest of their husbands, as Katherine of Aragon did, or influence political 
matters as a queen mother or dowager queen, as did Henriette Marie de Bourbon. As a 
consort queen, the wife of the sovereign was both empowered and reigned in by the roles 
expected of her as a woman.  
In Earenfight’s conclusion, she delineates a bit of what the early modern roles for 
queens were: mothers, “fundamental to the foundation of religious institutions,” patrons 
of “art, music, architecture, and literature,” and “maintaining close ties” with their foreign 
relatives.74 In her last paragraph, she reiterates what has been a theme throughout – the 
need for a queen to give her husband male heirs, and it is in the surfeit or lack of the 
appropriate male heirs that leads a kingdom to chaos.75 While it was, of course, 
extremely important for the succession to be secure, I argue that while there were higher 
stakes in the need for the wife of a sovereign to generate male heirs, so too were other 
wives exhorted to give their husbands sons to carry on the family trade, business, or 
name. This will be shown in the historiographical study of conduct books that I will 
incorporate shortly, after a brief study of newer works focusing on queenship. 
Charles Beem’s forthcoming Queenship in Early Modern Europe is the spiritual 
successor to Theresa Earenfight’s Queenship in Medieval Europe.76 Queenship in Early 
Modern Europe picks up where Medieval Europe leaves off – the late fifteenth century 
 
74 Earenfight, Queenship in Medieval Europe, 255.  
75 Earenfight, Queenship in Medieval Europe, 257. 
76 Because page numbers from the advance copy that Dr. Beem so kindly sent me will change before it goes 
to print, I am not including specific citations at this time. When I receive my printed copy later this year, I 
will include page numbers. For now – the majority of what I’m pulling is from the Introduction and 
Chapter Two – on British queens. 
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and takes the study of queenship up to the reign of Catherine II “the Great” of Russia in 
the late eighteenth century. His work encompasses a wide idea of what constitutes as 
“Europe,” which makes sense because he is tracking the trans-national phenomenon that 
was early modern queenship, which necessitates a broad understanding of “Europe.” 
Europe, for Beem, includes Russia in the east to Great Britain in the west. He does a solid 
job of delineating what particular roles queens of all flavors were expected to play in 
various regions of Europe, much like Earenfight. For the purposes of this dissertation, I 
will focus on his chapter on British queens, especially those who appear as major figures 
in this dissertation.  
For Beem, there are many different types of queens, and the roles that they play 
can blend together depending on the circumstances or events of the time. He argues that 
while Elizabeth I ruled as a king behind the scenes, she made sure to emphasize her 
queenly body in portraiture, coinage, and other visual arts. This was similar to her sister 
Mary, who hid her steel will behind her high-necked fashionable dresses and her public 
deference to male counselors and her husband. Consort queens, as Beem is fond of 
saying, had several roles to play for their “queenly success.” To be a successful consort 
queen in England, one needed to: perform intercessions, which would allow her to show 
her merciful side; project an image of domestic tranquility, regardless of the truth of the 
royal bedchambers; develop patronage networks; have children and appear as a devoted 
mother; display piety by regular church attendance, participating in church holidays or 
fasts, and go on pilgrimages; display proper queenly decorum; and participate in the 
elevation of images of courtly majesty through sartorial prowess or courtly spectacle. 
While all of these performances were important to a consort queen’s success in early 
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modern England, I argue that much of this list also coincides with what would have been 
important for any wife’s success, rather than a consort’s. Having many children and 
raising them well was the mark of a good mother, going to church was expected for all 
Christians male or female, and behaving well in public was also expected of all women, 
but a wife of a sovereign was expected to be all of these things as well as an example of 
virtue for others to emulate, so the pressure put on them could be intense at times. Of 
Beem’s list, I would argue that only intercession and participation in courtly 
spectacle/enhancing the monarchy’s majesty were expected of consorts, rather than 
expected of wives.  
Another of Beem’s works, The Man Behind the Queen, is an important text 
because it focuses on male consorts and they roles they have played in a global context, 
from the medieval to the modern.  In many ways, even though she does not cite it as 
such, it seems that Michelle L. Beer’s Queenship at the Renaissance Courts of Britain 
was inspired by this volume – while Beer examines the roles of two female consorts, she 
is the among the first to describe them as “public royal partners,” not as simply help-
meets or just as a wife. A consort queen enabled the king to extend his influence into 
areas gendered feminine and to perform acts that may have been seen as feminine – such 
as showing mercy to convicted criminals. A queen could perform an intercession, which 
would allow her husband to save manly face because he was seen to indulge her feminine 
pleas rather than show weakness. The male consorts we see in Beem and Taylor’s 
collection provide a similar, yet mirrored function.77 The male consorts act as, just as 
 
77Charles Beem and Miles Taylor eds., The Man Behind the Queen: Male Consorts in History (New York: 
Palgrave MacMillan, 2014). 
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Beer describes, public royal partners to their sovereign wives, and take on roles necessary 
for the monarchy to function that the queens could not be seen to take on themselves (or 
risk scandal for unnecessary transgression of gender roles). In their introduction, Beem 
and Taylor describe the nature of consortship and how it has been gendered as feminine 
over time, and the difficulties that men have stepping into the role. They also describe 
just what I have mentioned – that as partners kings or princes consort stepped in to 
“perform military obligations that queens were unable or unwilling to perform,” and that 
they also act as regents or rule in their wives’ names “in the case of queens unable or 
unwilling to rule in their own right.”78  
 In her chapter for the collection, Sarah Duncan writes of Philip’s tenure as consort 
to England’s first regnant queen, Mary I.79 In it, she aptly dissects the historiography 
surrounding Philip’s short tenure as consort to demonstrate that he was much more 
effective in his role than has been previously thought. Using a selection of chronicles, 
ambassadorial missives, and other primary sources, Duncan writes of Philip’s efforts to 
endear himself to the English court and to find ways to bring his Spanish and the English 
together as one. While he was ultimately unsuccessful in the long-term, in the short-term, 
Duncan argues that he managed to knit together a cohesive Anglo-Spanish court in 
England. Through the use of tournaments, games, and providing largesse, Philip endeared 
himself to the court, even though he did not work to learn English. Because of his 
kindness towards his new subjects, as well as finding ways for the Spaniards and the 
 
78 Beem and Taylor, “Introduction,” in Beem and Taylor, eds., The Man Behind the Queen, 4. 
79 Sarah Duncan, “’He to be intituled Kinge’: King Philip of England and the Anglo-Spanish Court” in 
Charles Beem and Miles Taylor eds., The Man Behind the Queen: Male Consorts in History (New York: 
Palgrave MacMillan, 2014).  
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English to work together, he was able to act as a peaceweaver- a traditional role 
performed by a queen consort (even though Duncan does not deem it as such). 
Fulfilling these roles, especially that of a peaceweaver, would hopefully have led 
to a consort’s popularity and devotion from their kingdom’s peoples. Public perception of 
performance was just as if not more important than performance itself for queens in the 
early modern period, and one such text that does an exemplary job of demonstrating that 
is Queens and Power, a collection edited by Carole Levin and Robert O. Bucholz.80 In 
this book, which spans the medieval to the early modern, scholars work to analyze the 
ways in which queens demonstrated their authority and power, informal or vested, in 
western European kingdoms. Much is made of queens as individuals, who exercised 
power according to their own unique interests and abilities and in their own sets of 
circumstances, and how, even though there were specific expectations on queens, much 
as we have seen before in this section, that nearly every queen failed in one or more of 
those roles.81 This idea, that even if she fails in certain expected queenly duties, that a 
woman could still be a successful or well-beloved queen, is foundational in this 
dissertation. By separating out what was expected for queens as women and what was 
expected of queens as consorts, we can see why failures in one category or the other do 
not necessarily doom a queen to be remembered as a failure. It also shows the obverse of 
that coin – that success in the other area also does not necessarily assure a queen will be 
well remembered. As Charles Beem mentions in his Queenship in Early Modern Europe, 
even though she was an effective political operator, Catherine of Braganza is largely 
 
80 Carole Levin and Robert O. Bucholz eds., Queens and Power in medieval and early modern England 
(Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2009).  
81 Levin and Bucholz, “Introduction: It’s Good to be the Queen,” in Queens and Power, xvi. 
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forgotten outside of queenship studies or studies which focus on the Restoration precisely 
because she did not produce heirs for Charles II.  
The most important chapters in the collection, for the purposes of this dissertation, 
are Timothy G. Elston’s “Widow Princess or Neglected Queen?” and Michelle A. 
White’s “She is the man, and Raignes.”82 In Elston’s “Widow Princess or Neglected 
Queen?” he seeks to answer the question of how Katherine was perceived by her 
countrymen and women after her forced exile – was she as Henry wanted her to be 
known as, the widow of his elder brother? Or was she as she had been for most of her 
adult life, the true queen of England? Using local traditions, poems, and even prophecies, 
Elston makes the case that no matter how much Henry would have wanted her to be the 
dowager Princess of Wales, even after their divorce, he treated her as his wife. Utilizing 
an interesting set of sources to make his case, Elston’s chapter is important to the 
historiography of Katherine’s career as queen because it brings in a largely unexplored in 
depth but oft mentioned component of a queen’s tenure: public opinion. In many cases 
used as the barometer of how well a queen was doing her queenly job, there are many 
cited examples of good or bad feelings from the populace at large, but Elston digs into 
underutilized sources to be able to effectively argue for Katherine’s perception as the true 
queen to her populace.  
“She is the man, and Raignes” is Michelle A. White’s chapter on how Henriette 
Marie was represented during the Wars of the Three Kingdoms. In it, White traces how 
 
82 Timothy G. Elston, “Widow Princess or Neglected Queen? Catherine of Aragon, Henry VIII, and 
English Public Opinion, 1533-1536,” in Levin and Bucholz, Queens and Power (Lincoln: University of 
Nebraska Press, 2009) and Michelle A. White, “She is the man, and Raignes’ Popular Representations of 
Henrietta Maria during the English Civil Wars” in Levin and Bucholz, Queens and Power (Lincoln: 
University of Nebraska Press, 2009).  
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Henriette Marie did and did not adhere to the queenly expectations of parliamentarian 
pamphleteers during the tumultuous 1640s. According to White’s research, consort 
queens of England were expected to give their kingly husbands male heirs, or at least 
heirs in general; be “obedient, passive, submissive, chaste, pious, kind, and deferential”; 
act as a social leader in “moral values, recreations, and taste in fine arts”; and to play a 
“formal, symbolic, and ritualistic role, staying completely out of the business of 
government.”83 In these, Henriette Marie had varying degrees of success. She had six 
living children, three of them boys, at the time of these publications. Even though that 
fecundity would have been applauded in other queens, because of her religion and 
perceived power over the king, her obvious intimacy with Charles was seen as dangerous. 
No one doubted her good aesthetic tastes or her devotion to religion, but, once again, she 
was the “wrong” religion, so any patronage or obvious piety was seen as transgressive. 
And she was not seen to be obedient, passive, or submissive when her letters to Charles 
during the war efforts were intercepted and published. This had the added detriment of 
making Charles look like a weak man and king who was ruled by his haranguing wife.  
How each queen’s performance of her roles was perceived is also key to the 
comparative volumes from Carolyn Harris and Susan Dunn-Hensley. Harris’ Queenship 
and Revolution in Early Modern Europe: Henriette Marie and Marie Antoinette and 
Dunn-Hensley’s Anna of Denmark and Henriette Marie: Virgins, Witches, and Catholic 
Queens could be companion volumes, even though they were not intended as such.84 
Harris’ work on Henriette Marie and Marie-Antoinette aptly demonstrates why 
 
83 White, “She is the Man,” in Levin and Bucholz eds., Queens and Power, 216-217.  
84 Carolyn Harris, Queenship and Revolution in Early Modern Europe: Henrietta Maria and Marie 
Antoinette (New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2016) and Susan Dunn-Hensley, Anna of Denmark and 
Henrietta Maria: Virgins, Witches, and Catholic Queens (New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2017).  
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perception is so important- both queens ended their tenure as consorts because of a 
homegrown, domestic revolution which removed their husbands from the throne and saw 
them executed by beheading. Marie-Antoinette had the utter misfortune of facing 
madame guillotine where Henriette managed to evade the headsman through a self-
imposed exile where she utilized her network connections on the Continent and, with her 
eldest son Charles, crafted an English diasporic court at the court of Henriette Marie’s 
nephew, Louis the Sun King, and lived to see her son take his father’s throne as Charles 
II.  
Harris’ text focuses on the role each woman played in ‘the domestic sphere’ – or 
as Beem would deem it, Harris analyses how successful each woman was at ‘projecting 
domestic bliss.’ Working on how each woman was perceived as a wife, mother, and head 
of her household, Harris leads her reader naturally to how each of these roles fed into 
public understandings of queens in the Wars of the Three Kingdoms and the French 
Revolution. Each of these roles, even though they were inherently political because of the 
woman’s status as wife of the sovereign, would have been analogous to other women of 
high-status families, as Harris does not analyze the roles these women played as consorts, 
only as queens, or wives of the sovereign. Indeed, as Harris points out, there were those 
in Parliament who refused to acknowledge Henriette Marie’s right to claim her dower 
lands as she had never been crowned as consort.  
Dunn-Hensley’s monograph focuses a bit more on the roles that Anna and 
Henriette Marie played as both queens and consorts, and again, focuses on how their 
performances in those roles was perceived. Although Dunn-Hensley defines the power 
Anna and Henriette wielded as deriving “from their positions as wives and mothers,” she 
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goes on to demonstrate how they were both “political players and artistic patrons.”85 By 
using the examples of Anna and Henriette Marie, Dunn-Hensley explores larger 
questions of how women who wielded authority were depicted, as virtuous mothers or as 
witches, and how queen consorts needed to perform their power in ways that were 
unthreatening to patriarchal figures, otherwise they could face scandal, or in Henriette’s 
case, impeachment. Dunn-Hensley’s text highlights how each consort attempted to self-
fashion their identity as mother of royal heirs, as wife of the sovereign, and as consort 
through the use of masqing and performance. The most important part of this section 
though is how each queen used her performances as power – to demonstrate her authority 
and her influence in the political sphere, which is going to be a major focus in chapter 5 
of this dissertation.  
Masquing and performance are inherently ephemeral, but there are sometimes 
physical remnants left behind. The material culture created for and left behind by queen 
consorts can tell historians much about how queens used such tools at their disposal, in 
addition to masquing and performance, to craft their queenly identities. Edited by Debra 
Barrett-Graves, The Emblematic Queen was another groundbreaking volume from the 
Q&P Series.86 The lessons to be taken from Emblematic Queen can be easily applied to 
individuals inhabiting other social strata, in addition to the queens (regnant and consort) 
who are studied in the volume. The idea behind the Emblematic Queen is that queens 
utilized all means at their disposal for the creation of their queenly identities, and one of 
those ways was through material culture and the infusion of clothing, art, and other 
 
85 Dunn-Hensley, Anna of Denmark and Henrietta Maria, 2.  
86 Debra Barrett-Graves ed., The Emblematic Queen: Extra-Literary Representations of Early Modern 
Queenship (New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2013).  
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created objects with allusions to their authored identities. These self-fashioned identities, 
or at least means to read these intended identities, can still be seen today in surviving 
gowns, portraiture, jewelry, and buildings. These identities are more complex than just 
the devices used as shorthand for noble or royal families. Indeed, there were many 
components that were used to create these extra-literary emblems. For example: 
Katherine of Aragon was known for her pomegranate badge, which was a direct reference 
to her parents’ kingdom of Granada. The take-over of Granada, and subsequent expulsion 
of the Moors, was seen as an unparalleled victory for Los Reyes Catolicos and the 
Reconquista, and by using that as her emblem, Katherine was harkening back to the 
might and glory of her parents.  
 In this volume, though, there is a parallel essay on to Anna of Denmark. “Anne of 
Denmark and the Court Masque,” written by Effie Botonaki, that was foundational to me 
when I first began to study queenship and Anna of Denmark.87 In a study of Anna’s first 
three courtly masques in England, Botonaki examines the performance, organization, and 
costume choices that Anna made to produce the masques and to perform in them. Each of 
these choices demonstrates Anna’s agency in creating a queenly identity that was 
reminiscent of the late Queen Elizabeth’s but also something of her very own. Anna 
challenged prevailing conventions in taking the reins of her masquing productions, and 
while they were a collaboration between herself, the author of the text (usually Ben 
Jonson) and Inigo Jones, who designed the sets, costumes, and special effects, she was 
the creator of the conceit (or main theme/story) of the masques. Botonaki’s strength in 
 
87 Effie Botonaki, “Anne of Denmark and the Court Masque: Displaying and Authoring Queenship,” in 
Debra Barrett-Graves ed., The Emblematic Queen: Extra-Literary Representations of Early Modern 
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this chapter is when she examines how Anna’s dancing and singing in masques was, in 
and of itself, a transgressive act. This idea – that a consort was both made in their role 
and made themself in the role – is one of the pillars of this dissertation, and so my work 
builds upon Botonaki’s in that it is in the choices that each consort makes, in terms of 
their patronage and diplomacy, as well as in the choices made for them as in their 
participation in coronations and other proscribed rituals, that makes them into 
authoritative and effective consorts.  
While the focus of this dissertation is on the cusp of the late medieval into early 
modern, there are other texts which, while not sharing the same temporal focus, are 
important to include in the study of queenship. Three Medieval Queens by Lisa Benz St. 
John is an important work on English medieval queens and how their roles within the 
monarchy were constructed and perceived.88  
Benz St. John focuses her monograph on the tenures of three fourteenth century 
queens, Margaret of France (c. 1279-1318), Isabella of France (1295-1358), and Phillipa 
of Hainault (c.1310-1369). In Three Medieval Queens, she takes a nuanced understanding 
of gender, grounded in Butler, Sedgwick, and Beem’s works, to craft a detailed and 
enlightening portrait of these three queens, and the state of queenship in the period. Benz 
St. John pinpoints several features of queenship, and they mostly overlap with what 
Laynesmith and Earenfight point out as the key roles a queen should play: that of 
intercessor, that of landlord/magnate or femme sole, that of patron, that of mother, and 
widow. These roles line up roughly with what other historians have come up with for the 
 
88 Lisa Benz St. John, Three Medieval Queens: Queenship and the Crown in Fourteenth-Century England 
(New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2012).  
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roles of a queen – largely those that follow the medieval understanding of a woman’s life 
cycle: maiden, wife/mother, and widow. These roles are well reflected within 
contemporary conduct guides, which focus on a woman’s fertility and the power she 
gains within her family and society through her proper, virtuous behavior and the 
example she sets for her children.  
In her chapter on intercession, Benz St. John points out that “though this power 
[intercession] was particularly ascribed to the queen, intercession was not necessarily a 
gendered act. It was an integral part of medieval elite society to secure favors. Male 
members of the landed elite interceded for their retainers in much the same way as the 
queen.”89 While a queen’s intercessory power was associated with her physical proximity 
to the king, and with the Virgin Mary, intercession in and of itself was not a gendered act 
– it was an act entrenched in the interplay between social hierarchies, of which gender 
was naturally included. There were, of course, other avenues for men to achieve similar 
goals, but as Benz St. John points out in her conclusion, there were not that many for 
women, which is one of the reasons why it is primarily associated with queens, rather 
than nobility.90 
 This association is much the same as Benz St. John’s next role queens performed, 
that of landowner or magnate. This, too, was a role the queen played that was, in and of 
itself, not a gendered role. True, most landowners in the medieval period, or the early 
modern for that matter, were men. But that did not necessarily preclude women of similar 
social status from inheriting or administering their lands, much like men would. Queens 
 
89 Benz St. John, Three Medieval Queens, 62.  Emphasis is mine. 
90 Benz St. John, Three Medieval Queens, 166. 
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were able to act much as landowning men of the period, such as in the collection of rents 
and the purchasing or improving of land. However, the queen ostensibly had the ear of 
the king, which allowed her even greater opportunities for improvements and purchases, 
or if there were a dispute, that it could be settled in her favor.  
In Benz St. John’s monograph, the only role a queen performed that had to be 
performed by a biological female was that of mother. This connection to the heir and 
other royal children was important for a queen, as it was her link to the next generation as 
well as something that allowed her to increase her kingdom’s reach through marriage 
contracts.91 It is also in this that Benz St. John doesn’t quite go for enough in her gender 
analysis – she seems to confuse sex and the biological functions of sex, with gender. 
While this does not detract from the overall impact of her book, it is something that needs 
to be examined further – what role does sex play in the monarchy, and what role does 
gender play?  
Looking at each of these texts, even though the majority of them focus on the 
medieval period, is helpful for establishing a baseline for how scholars have understood 
the roles and nature of queenship. While the amount of works that focus on queenship has 
increased in the last decade or so, these are some of the foundational texts in the field, 
especially Laynesmith’s and Earenfight’s. Each of them, Beem’s and Benz St. John’s 
included, is remarkably similar in the roles that they, through their extensive research and 
strong scholarship, assign to queens in the medieval and early modern period. And they 
are certainly not wrong. These were functions that queens performed in western Europe 
 
91 And as Katherine of Aragon and Anne Boleyn would find out to their misfortune, some kings would put 
away a loyal wife or have one executed when she could not give him heirs. 
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in this period of time, but we need to analyze these functions further – because women 
were not the only people to perform the roles of a consort in English history. While male 
consorts were rarer than the female sort, it is important to include their experiences in the 
analysis of the roles of a consort – and then, to pinpoint which functions were the roles of 
a woman or a man and which were the functions of the position of consort.   
Conduct Books and Expected Gender Roles 
 A fascinating look into how individuals were expected to behave at a given 
contemporary moment, conduct guides were used to teach individuals how to act in a 
decorous and virtuous manner in a variety of situations. Conduct books occupy a 
nebulous intersection between discourse and practice, as Clare Sponsler in Drama and 
Resistance reminds her readers.92 “To theorize conduct as social practice is to view it as 
an activity, event, or performance, rather than as a structure, system, or code,” Sponsler 
writes, describing the reifying and performative nature of performance – conduct books 
were “located midway between the individual body and the culture that produces it, thus 
embodying cultural practices that are deflected and refracted through them.”93 These 
guides are invaluable when attempting to understand a culture that produced such a work, 
but it is imperative to remember that the virtues, values, and behaviors reflected in these 
guides were intended to be the ideal and because they existed at all showed that most 
people, even those for whom these books were intended, needed reminding of how to 
behave in a given situation (or at least the authors of the guides must have thought so).  
 
92 Clare Sponsler, Drama and Resistance: Bodies, Goods, and Theatricality in Late Medieval England 
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997).  
93 Sponsler, Drama and Resistance, 50 & 51.  
73 
 
 
 As Suzanne W. Hull aptly points out – there were many different kinds of conduct 
guides. There were books which specifically intended to teach women how to act, and 
Christine de Pizan’s The Treasure of the City of Ladies is an excellent example of that 
genre. Another is cookery books, which would give advice on how to excel at the 
womanly arts a wife or wife-to-be was expected to be proficient in. There were collective 
biographies of virtuous women, historical and mythical, to inspire readers to emulate 
their example, such as Pierre de Bourdeille’s Dames illustres and his Dames galantes. 
Other times, the text’s dedication is the give-away – stories that illustrate ‘proper’ 
decorum and that were dedicated to illustrious men or women could be both a plea for 
patronage from an author or an homage to singularly virtuous individual. By emphasizing 
a potential patron’s obvious virtues, the author of the work was introducing potential 
readers to that patron’s virtuous behaviors in the hope of emulation of (perhaps) both the 
virtues and the patronage of purchasing the book. One did not dedicate a publication to a 
person of lesser standing or of unexemplary virtue, it would defeat the purpose of even 
dedicating a text – these dedications were meant to link the work with the patron in the 
minds of the readers, and so for a particularly good book, it needed a particularly good 
patron.  
In her Chaste, Silent, and Obedient, Suzanne W. Hull provides her readers an 
introduction to what kinds of books were available and that were marketed towards 
women in what is roughly an analogous period to the subject of this study – 1475-1640.94 
Hull even provides a list of texts she has identified as marketed to a feminine reading 
 
94 Suzanne W. Hull, Chaste, Silent & Obedient: English Books for Women 1475-1640 (San Marino: The 
Huntington Library, 1982). 
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audience, which is helpful and diverse in genre. Over the course of the sixteenth century 
in England, Hull tracks not only texts but attitudes towards reading and how it became 
more acceptable over time for women to read, let alone read more than the Bible. She 
posits that this is partly because of two highly educated women who ascended the throne 
of England, Mary and Elizabeth Tudor.95 The ruling sisters were the exception to many 
rules which bound other women firmly into proscribed roles – which become clear with 
the examination of contemporary conduct books.  
The first theme which can arise is that, “women were unquestionably the inferior 
and subservient sex.”96 This idea is omnipresent in literature and is even a trope that 
Elizabeth herself subverts in her sentiment “I may have the body of a weak and feeble 
woman…” from her Tilbury Speech. While Elizabeth’s royal regality may have allowed 
her to transcend the confines of her feminine frame, other women did not necessarily 
have the same opportunity to fashion themselves as having the heart or stomach or any 
other organs relating to a king. These other women, along with Elizabeth, were told over 
and over again through cultural works and expectations that they were inferior to men 
and thus, citing Biblical and classical authors, owed men their obedience, which is the 
second trend identified by Hull. “Women took instructions from men,” Hull wrote, and 
she means in everyday life, in “every phase of female living,” and in guide books, which 
were mostly written by men.97 There were cookery books, which instructed women how 
to cook well and take care of the household for men, midwifery books for how to 
conceive and give birth, and behavior guides. “Perhaps because men were writing the 
 
95 Hull, Chaste, Silent & Obedient, 130.  
96 Hull, Chaste, Silent & Obedient, 133. 
97 Hull, Chaste, Silent & Obedient, 134. 
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instructions,” Hull writes, “there is surprisingly little practical information on how to 
raise children.”98 Those instructions were much more likely to come from materials 
written by women for other women, such as Christine de Pizan’s The Treasure of the City 
of Ladies or the possibly female authored poem “How the Good Wife Taught her 
Daughter.”99 The third realization that Hull brings to the table is that “all women did not 
always do what the books (and male authors) told them to do.”100 So regardless of the 
strict structures laid down by men in the conduct books that were intended to provide 
necessary instruction, women were not as subservient as men would have hoped- if they 
were, why were there so many books that detailed how they should act? Another 
important trend in these books is that they attempted to reinforce the hierarchical class 
structure already extant. Women were to dress, act, and marry according to their station, 
not below, not above. 
Most important, though, is the cohesiveness of the behavior code that these books 
attempt to impart if taken individually or as a whole genre. While some differ on how 
exactly to demonstrate certain virtues, women were expected to behave in a virtuous 
manner. Women were to be modest, and especially after the dissolution of the 
monasteries, take to marriage as a vocation as there were no domestic opportunities to 
lead a strictly religious, contemplative life. “Housewifery,” writes Hull, “probably 
reached a peak as a respectable and honored profession,” in the seventeenth century, and 
 
98 Hull, Chaste, Silent & Obedient, 135. 
99 Christine de Pizan, trans. Ed. By Sarah Lawson, The Treasure of the City of Ladies (London: Penguin 
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Publications, 2008). Scholars are divided on the possible author’s identity – some argue for a male cleric, 
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women were “expected to bear as many children as it was their lot to conceive,” as well 
as take care of their households.101 Judging by the number of popular cookery books, 
women hoped to learn various home remedies and recipes from books (or at least the men 
in their lives hoped they would learn!), which suggests that being able to quickly mix up 
a poultice or salve was just as important and practical as knowing how to address 
someone in conversation. 
Hull identifies one book, Flower of Friendshippe as containing ‘usual 
descriptions’ of the roles men and women were expected to play in society: 
For in deede both divine, & humaine lawes, in our religion giveth the man 
absolute authoritie, over the woman in all places. And,… reason doth 
confirme the same, the man being as he is, most apt for the soveraignetie 
being in government, noe onely skill, and experience to be required, but also 
capacity to comprehende, wisdom to understand, strength to execute, 
solicitude to prosecute, pacience to suffer, meanes to sustaine, and above all 
a great courage to accomplishe, all which are commonly in a man, but in a 
woman verye rare.102 
Curiously, this book was dedicated to Elizabeth I, but she would have certainly 
been included as the “verye rare” sort of woman. In 1573, there was a distinct 
possibility that Elizabeth may marry, and so this guide, which was more of a help 
 
101 Hull, Chaste, Silent & Obedient, 36. 
102 Edmund Tilney, A Briefe and Pleasant Discourse of Duties in Mariage, called the Flower of 
Friendshippe (London: Henrie Denham, 1573). 
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for women of the more typical sort, was timely. In it, Tilney reminded Elizabeth 
and his other potential readers that: 
For this maryed woman… must be of duetie be unto hir husband in all things 
obedient, and therefore if he, sometimes moved, do chaunce to chide hir, 
she must forbeare… and to conclude, as the woman ought not to command 
the man, but to be always obedient: so ought he not to suffer himself to be 
commanded of his wife.103 
Clearly, women were seen as the lesser of the sexes, and because of that lack in 
‘comprehension, wisdom, strength, patience, and courage’ women were to be in all things 
obedient to her husband. 
 Another sixteenth century example comes from Robert Crowley’s The voice of 
the last trumpet… which, while not written entirely towards a female audience, the last 
chapter is dedicated to letting women know how they should act to be pleasing and 
successful at all times.104 Titled “The Women’s Lesson,” the final chapter is a poetic 
rendition of all the expectations that Crowley has for women in his day and age. A 
woman is to “Avoyde idle and wanton talke,” not to wear an over-abundance of make-up 
and to “let thyne apparayle be honeste,” so that is not give out “as doeth an whore.” 
Instead of make-up, she is to let her “maners for to shyne” to please men’s eyes and act in 
a godly manner. She is to be “modest, sober and wise” and to learn the skills needed in 
 
103 Tilney, Flower of Friendshippe.  
104 Robert Crowley, The voice of the laste trumpet blowen bi the seventh angel (as is mentioned in the 
eleventh of the apocalips) callynge al the estates of memme to the right path of their vocation, wherein are 
contyned xii lessons to twelve several estates of menne, whyche if they learne and folowe, al shal be well 
and nothynge amise (London: Robert Crowley, 1549). 
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housewifery, especially to “acknowledge that he [her husband] is thyne heade… and that 
thou must of him be led.”105  
 A woman was also supposed to be especially devout, so that she could counsel 
her husband and children to Godly behavior. As Hull reminders her readers, “One of the 
reasons women were taught to read was so that they might understand the devotional 
material that was essential to their religious lives and to supervise the religious education 
of the children in the absence of the father.”106 This was an important role for women to 
play in the family and in society at large. Just as the husband was to be head of the 
family, the wife was to be the heart, ever thinking of her husband’s spiritual wellbeing 
and through her example, leading him down the path of virtue and righteousness. “They 
[women] were educated in a kind of practical piety, admonished in prayer books and 
sermons, as in the practical guidebooks, to be chaste and silent, obedient to their 
husbands or other superiors, and to conform to appropriate religious training.”107 This 
faith, and the prayers partly used to demonstrate and exercise it, expressed the fears and 
worries that women had. “Reading between the lines in the prayers for women, it was 
clear that childbirth, sickness, plagues, wayward husbands, and earthly sins were constant 
worries…” Hull writes, and from that we can extrapolate some of the roles performed by 
women in the early modern period.108 Women expected of themselves to give birth 
multiple times and hoped and prayed to do so safely. They hoped to stay healthy, and not 
lose family or themselves in illness. If they were ill, they could not take care of their 
 
105 Crowley, The Voice of the Laste Trumpet. 
106 Hull, Chaste, Silent & Obedient, 103.  
107 Hull, Chaste, Silent & Obedient, 103. 
108 Hull, Chaste, Silent & Obedient, 104.  
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children or husband. They hoped to be in a companionate, or at least, not adultery-ridden 
marriage. They expected of themselves to be as godly and virtuous as could be.  
 In her next book, Hull includes even more quotations pulled from early modern 
conduct books.109 These reiterate the proscriptions on feminine decorum and expectations 
of women and wives from all social classes. “Women were warned to walk with eyes 
down,” writes Hull, “to avoid idleness, suspicious company, and unsuitable clothing; to 
stay at home; and to acknowledge their own inferiority. Obedience and a sense of 
subservience were requirements repeated over and over.”110 
 While women were expected to be able to run the household in their husband’s 
place and at their behest, a queen could be left in charge of the realm in his absence at his 
behest, just as Katherine of Aragon and Kateryn Parr were when Henry VIII left to fight 
in France. But a good woman, or at least one who wanted to appear good, must give all 
credit and deference to her husband, just as Henry’s first and last wives did during their 
regencies. “As if one takes two sounds that agree well,” wrote Peter de la Preimaudaye in 
his French Academy, “the bass is always more heard, so in a well-ruled and ordered 
house, all things are done by the consent of both parties, but yet so that it is always 
apparent that things are done by the direction, counsel and invention of the husband.”111 
While de la Preimaudaye was seemingly describing a musical analogy to marriage, he 
was subtly cautioning clever women to make sure that all of their accomplishments, 
 
109 Suzanne W. Hull, Women According to Men: The World of Tudor-Stuart Women (Walnut Creek, CA: 
Altamira Press, 1996).  
110 Hull, Women According to Men, 36.  
111 Peter de La Primaudaye, The French Academie, wherein is discoursed the institution of maners, and 
whatsoeuer els concerneth the good and happie life of all estates and callings, by preceptes of doctrine, 
and examples of the liues of ancient Sages and famous men (London: Edmund Bollifant, 1586), 509. 
https://quod.lib.umich.edu/e/eebo/A05094.0001.001?rgn=main;view=fulltext  
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whether or not husbands were involved, could be attributed to their husband in some way. 
Optics were key to a good marriage.  
 What was good for the gander, or at least tolerable in a gander, was not good for 
the goose. De la Preimaudaye lets his readers in on a secret, in describing a massacre of 
women in “Lacedemonia,” de la Preimaudaye describes the choices of the wives of a 
group of traitorous men who had been condemned to die. Their wives switched clothing 
with them and endured painful beheadings for their spouses. De la Preimaudaye presents 
this as a positive story, about how good women are dedicated to their husbands and that 
“histories are plentiful in showing the great love of women towards their husbands. Yea, I 
will not be afraid to speak it, men are far inferior unto them in perfection of love.”112 It 
was part and parcel for wives to be expected to dedicate themselves to men that only their 
mothers could love, as William Gouge wrote in Of Domesticall Duties,  “If they [wives] 
note any defects of nature, and deformity of body, or any enormous and notorious vices 
in their husband, then ought they to turne their eies and thoughts from his person to his 
place, and from his vicious qualities to his honourable office (which is to be an husband) 
and this will abate that vile esteeme which otherwise might be occasioned from the 
forenamed meanes.”113 In other words, women must forgive husbands for their vices and 
transgressions. Wives, though, are not given the same benefit.  
 Perhaps the most succinct expression of the roles that women were expected to 
play as wives comes from de la Primaudaye. “Wives,” he writes, “must be modest, wise, 
chaste, keepers at home, lovers of their husbands, and subject unto them.”114 A woman 
 
112 De la Primaudaye, The French Academie, 522.  
113 William Gouge, Of Domesticall Duties (London: John Haviland, 1622), 276-77 
114 De la Primaudaye, The French Academie, 512. 
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could be well educated, but that was dependent upon the class into which she was 
intended to marry, as those marrying into the lower classes needed a more practical 
education and those into the upper classes needed polishing: comportment, dancing, and 
musical training to make themselves into an ornament at court. One skill in particular was 
vital for women of all classes. Needlework, either being able to sew a husband’s finely 
embroidered shirts, as Katherine of Aragon and her mother did for their kingly spouses, 
to do fancy needlework like Mary Queen of Scots, or to craft clothing for one’s family, 
was imperative to a woman’s role in the household in early modern England.115 Women 
were expected to be able to effectively manage tasks related to the home including, 
“preparing food and remedies, brewing, tending to the ill in the family, rearing children, 
dressing correctly, managing servants, and behaving with proper demeanor.”116 This was 
the domain of women in the early modern period. 
 Women, as wives, were expected to live up to difficult standards, just as queens 
were. Queen consorts were expected to fulfill a variety of roles and perform many 
functions, but much of what was expected of them to be good queens can be separated 
out into two different categories: 1) that was what was expected of women anyway; and 
2) that which was not normally expected of women. By incorporating the expectations of 
women of all classes, I hope to show that the role of a queen encompassed two different 
and distinct sets of expectations. That which was expected of her as the most visible 
housewife in the kingdom and that which was expected of her as a royal consort.  
 
115 Hull, Women According to Men, 153.  
116 Hull, Women According to Men, 193.  
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 By bringing together all the roles that queen consorts have played (as evidenced 
by monographs on and the historiography of queenship) and comparing them to the roles 
expected of women in general, let alone royal women, one can clearly see a trend. All 
women, regardless of royal status, were expected to be modest, chaste, and obedient to 
their husbands or fathers. However, this could be at odds with remaining in the public eye 
as queen consorts often were. It is a difficult trick to perform modesty and humility while 
wearing cloth of silver or gold and sporting a diadem or crown. This is one of the reasons 
why I argue that to understand queenship, we must acknowledge that consort queens led 
dual lives – that of housewives and that of royal consorts. The table in appendix 1 
displays the more important functions of a consort queen that I have discussed previously 
in this chapter and compares them with trends of expectations of women as so aptly 
illustrated by the many, many conduct books of the age. The columns shaded in grey 
indicate that each author has identified that particular trait as important to either queens 
and/or women in their books. These traits are displaying visible devotion or piety, acting 
as a mother and/or widow, acting as a wife and crafting the optics of a domestic 
tranquility, and running the household. I argue that these roles, the ones in common 
between the conduct books and the queenship scholars, are what would have been 
expected of these women as wives. The other roles, shaded in blue, when the scholars and 
experts largely agree, are what was expected of these women as consorts. These roles 
include acting as an intercessor, creating and strengthening international networks by 
being a peace-weaver, and creating and strengthening domestic networks by being a 
patron. In this study, I am interested in teasing out what the underlying expectations were 
for consorts in the early modern period in England, which, as we have already 
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mentioned, was not the sole domain of women. Philip taking on the role of consort 
challenged and complicated the idea of traditional gender roles in royal marriage at the 
time, but it also clarified what exactly were the expectations heaped upon consorts at 
their marriages. 
 In the coming chapters, I will explore the rituals used to create an individual as a 
royal consort and establish them in their role as an authority figure and sharer of royal 
dignity (“Ritual”). Oftentimes these were the initial introductions of a consort to their 
newfound countrymen and women and were important in establishing legitimate claims 
to power, influence and authority, as well as legitimacy for the union itself. After, I will 
analyze the practice of intercession and how it was utilized by consorts for the benefit of 
the English people (“Intercession”). The following two chapters are two halves of a 
whole in dealing with the importance of consorts in crafting and utilizing networks of 
support within and without England (“Domestic Networking” and “International 
Networking”).   
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Table 1: Roles of Women and Roles of Queens (Consorts) 
 Intercessor Peace-
weaver/ 
Patron* Visible 
Devotion/ 
Piety 
Landlord Mother/ 
Widow 
Domestic 
Tranquility
/Wife 
Proper 
Decorum 
Household 
Hull  
(guidebooks 
for women) 
   X  X X X X 
Laynesmith 
Last 
Medieval 
Queens 
X X X X  X X X X 
Earenfight 
Queenship 
in Medieval 
Europe 
X X X X  X X X X 
Beem 
Queenship 
in Early 
Modern 
Europe 
X X X X  X X X X 
Benz St. 
John 
Three 
Medieval 
Queens 
X X X X X X X  X 
 
  
*The role of a patron could also be performed by other aristocratic/wealthy subjects in the realm; however, 
the most prestigious patrons were the royal family. 
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CHAPTER TWO: RITUALS FOR THE DOMESTICATION OF STRANGERS – 
ENTRIES AND CORONATIONS 
 As a foreigner, newly married consorts walked a difficult line even before they set 
foot on their adopted kingdom’s soil. Some foreign consorts, such as Katherine of 
Aragon and Anna of Denmark, were welcomed heartily by their marital family and by the 
realm’s subjects at large. Others, such as Philip and Henriette Marie, were greeted with, 
at best, mixed feelings. They, especially, were seen as compromised and suspect in their 
loyalties due to their differences from their new subjects. How would a consort then, who 
was supposed to maintain peace between their natal realm and their marital realm, 
alleviate the fears of their new subjects? How could they prove their loyalty to their new 
realm and claim the authority to perform the important role of consort? 
Traditionally, one of the ways that consorts gained authority and legitimacy was 
through the power of royal rituals. Tied to monarchical image and power, two public 
rituals, a triumphal or official entry into a capital city and a coronation, were powerful 
indicators and creators of both England’s and God’s expectations and preferences (which, 
coincidentally, were usually aligned with those of the sovereign). Performing one or both 
of these rituals did not guarantee acceptance by the realm’s subjects, but they were a way 
of conferring the trappings of power and prestige upon a consort and were certainly part 
of a cultural naturalization process. In this chapter, I will explore the performance of 
these two rituals and how they were utilized, or not, by each of the consorts featured in 
this thesis.  
 The performance of these rituals conferred authority as a sovereign’s partner and 
called for the population’s involvement in the creation of the individual as a consort – an 
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imaginative creation of the person into the role. Life in the early modern period could not 
be neatly divided between secular and sacred and these two rituals are inherently both 
religious and also demonstrate secular power. What I intend to do in this chapter is lay 
the groundwork for how each of the consorts featured in this dissertation performed their 
role as consort – the popular basis of those performances are the triumphal entry and 
coronation. Wedding rituals were also important to how what dower lands or rights a 
consort was guaranteed in their marriage, such as Henriette Marie’s right to practice her 
Catholicism, but there is a key difference between the contractual negotiations that came 
with royal marital matches and the later triumphal entries and coronations- wedding 
negotiations were done behind closed doors and out of the public eye. A triumphal entry 
was done to show off the new consort to their subjects and also to display the might and 
wealth of London for all to see. A coronation, though not open strictly to the public, 
involved a public procession preceded it and was attended by the flower of English 
nobility and clergy – many more people were involved in a coronation than in the 
marriage negotiations. Normally, marriage contracts and their stipulations were not made 
public knowledge, but royals were known to make those details public if it suited their 
best interests – such as when Mary I assured her subjects that she would be England’s 
sovereign, even though Philip would be styled as king.  
 While the figures in this dissertation would not have performed as actors in the 
theatrical sense in either of these rituals, they were still important as participants. Taking 
part in an entry allowed a new consort to interact with their new subjects in a socially 
acceptable way – by receiving love and cheers and by bestowing gifts upon those lower 
in the social hierarchy. While Anna may not have had a script in her hand (although some 
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of those who welcomed her did) she was still playing a role. She had been especially 
dressed up for the occasion in a costume that befit the role she was performing – that of a 
new royal consort – and her reactions were closely watched by ambassadors and subjects 
alike. Through the combination of the grandeur of her costume, her magnificent carriage, 
and her demeanor in watching the various tableaux throughout her entry in Edinburgh, 
Anna became the consort before their eyes. She acted as though she was, others 
corroborated that interpretation, and so she became. This was the power of ritual in the 
early modern period, and partly why sumptuary laws were deemed necessary, because 
even though she was already James’ wife in the eyes of the Church, she needed to use 
these popular rituals to both become and to be accepted as a royal consort.  There was no 
literal stage, but Anna performed upon a collectively imagined one. 
In their performative acts, participating as observers or as following a long-
established script, these rituals created the individual consort as part of a much larger 
whole. By their participation in a triumphal entry or coronation or both, the foreign 
consorts were understood to inhabit the role of consort with all of the authority, 
privileges, and duties inherent therein. Because they were presenting themselves as, and 
being presented by other figures of authority such as a regnant sovereign or an 
archbishop, as Princesses of Wales, kings, or queens, that is what they were accepted as 
such by individuals in attendance. While these consorts may have had detractors, 
especially Philip and Henriette Marie, the fact that they were the spouse of the sovereign 
and that they were entitled to special privileges due to that status was not in question.  
 In the following sections, I describe the rituals of authority that each of these 
figures undertook and throughout I will argue that it was these rituals, the first chances 
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that these consorts had to interact with a large group of their newfound subjects and/or 
take part in a sacred anointing ceremony that demonstrated that they had God’s blessing, 
not only established them in the role of consort, but also helped to define expectations of 
their actions in the role. While oftentimes monarch and consort would enjoy several 
entries to many cities over their tenures, in this chapter, I am only focusing on the 
grandest, the largest, and arguably, the most important of their entries – their first as a 
new consort into their capital city.  
 While the triumphal entries were tailored to each incoming consort, many focused 
on their fertility and the expectations that they would generate heirs for the sovereign. 
This also made sense with the focus of the initial triumphal entry – this was a 
performance meant for the people of London to see and interact with their new consort as 
well as to show off to the new consort and their foreign entourage. By having such a 
public focus, the entry showcased the anxieties and expectations of that public, and chief 
among those were the need to provide heirs and the expectation of virtuous and Godly 
conduct.  
 The expectations of the coronation differed from that of the triumphal entry. The 
coronation, its form handed down from centuries past, held a more sacred and divine 
meaning for the participants. In many ways, the coronation of queens mirrored the 
consecration of abbesses, demonstrating just how tied to the performance of divinity 
queens were, as both receive unction with holy oil among other similarities. Some 
scholars, such as Retha Warnicke, argue that the coronation was, for women, primarily a 
fertility ritual that was intended to “demonstrate divine approval of their marriages and 
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celebrated their status as the kings’ wives, but not as authority figures.”117 The 
coronation, as Warnicke continues, “…not only designated her as his legitimate wife but 
also as the possible mother of his future heirs.”118 This view of coronation is limiting, and 
while the ritual may have initially been performed for that function, that does not mean 
that its meaning remained the same over the centuries of its use. Political and cultural 
circumstances and understandings of those circumstances change over time, which is why 
the coronation ceremony itself was rewritten to reflect those changes – all in all, there 
were the first recension (dating to perhaps Egbert’s coronation in 839), second recension 
(dating to Edgar’s coronation in 973), third recension (dating to between William I’s 
coronation in 1066 and Stephen’s coronation in 1135), and the fourth recension or Liber 
regalis (used from 1308 for Edward II’s coronation).119 The versions of most interest to 
me in this dissertation are that of the Liber regalis, which is a detailed manuscript version 
of the fourth recension, the little device, which generally follows the Liber regalis and 
was written up for Richard III’s coronation with Anne Neville and used for several 
coronations afterward, and the English translation of the Liber regalis used for the joint 
coronation of James I and Anna of Denmark. The Little Device took the details contained 
within the Liber regalis and added to them the proscriptions of rituals in the days leading 
up to the coronation itself, including the triumphal procession to Westminster from the 
 
117 Retha Warnicke, Elizabeth of York and her Six Daughters-in-Law: Fashioning Tudor Queenship, 1485-
1547 (New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2017), 37.  
118 Warnicke, Elizabeth of York, 37. 
119 All of these dates come from Roy Strong, Coronation: A History of Kingship and the British Monarchy 
(London: HarperCollins, 2005).  
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Tower.120 Contained within either the Liber regalis nor the Little Device are any parts of 
the coronation ceremony itself that have to do with a consort’s fertility.  
 While mention is made in the Little Device that the queen is the king’s lawful 
wife (in this case, it was written for Richard III and Anne Neville’s joint coronation, but 
was slightly modified and used by Henry VIII and Katherine of Aragon in their joint 
coronation), there is no mention of the queen’s fertility in the coronation ceremony itself. 
As Laynesmith aptly points out, there was one prayer said as the queen entered 
Westminster Abbey that called for God to bless her with children like the Biblical Sarah, 
Rebecca, and Rachel, “…cum Sara atque Rebecca Rachel beatisque reuerendis feminabus 
fructu uteri sui fecundari...”121 As the anointing and crowning rituals take place after this 
short prayer, Laynesmith is correct in the interpretation that it was as a woman, or as the 
wife of the king, that the queen was being blessed with fecundity, not as a consort. In the 
eyes of the Church (and later of Parliament), it was only once they had finished the 
coronation ceremony did a queen become a consort. The consort’s roles were separate 
and different from those of a husband or wife, and so this biblical prayer which blessed 
the queen with children was meant for her performance of the role of ‘wife,’ and much of 
the rest of the ceremony then focused on her role of ‘consort.’ This is supported by the 
timing of the prayer – it was said as she entered the abbey, before even the king’s 
anointing, before she had been blessed with the holy oil that consecrated her as the 
realm’s chosen consort. Oddly, one of the prayers called for in the Liber regalis, said 
 
120 Dale Hoak, “The Coronations of Edward VI, Mary I, and Elizabeth I, and the Transformation of the 
Tudor Monarchy,” in Westminster Abbey Reformed: 1540-1640, ed. by C.S. Knighton and Richard 
Mortimer (New York: Ashgate, 2003), 119.  
121 Leopold G. Wickham Legg, ed. English Coronation Records (Westminster: Archibald Constable & Co., 
1901), 109. 
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during the anointing of the king, beseeched God’s blessing on the body of the king to sire 
children from his loins, “Regnes quoque de lumbis eius per. ut successions temporum 
futurorum egrediantur: regnum hoc regere totum.”122  Judging, then,  by the timing of 
both prayers, it was the godly responsibility of the male sovereign to sire heirs, which 
would ensure his continued dynasty and hopefully peace, and it was the duty of the 
queen, as the king’s wife, to bear those heirs. Just as the prayers and rituals performed by 
and upon the sovereign conferred duties, prerogatives, expectations upon them, so too did 
those prayers and rituals performed by and upon the consort clarify their duties and 
expectations. The rituals thereafter, the anointing, the crowning, and the bestowing of 
regalia, all focus upon the sacred duty of the consort - defending the faith and divine right 
to authority as an extension of the sovereign’s public body. 
 Not all of the figures in this dissertation participated in each of these rituals, so I 
will outline here which rituals I will be discussing and then go into greater detail in 
individual sections devoted to each figure. Katherine of Aragon enjoyed a sumptuous and 
expensive triumphal entry into London as part of the festivities surrounding her first 
wedding, to Arthur prince of Wales. She later participated in a joint coronation with her 
second husband, Henry VIII. Katherine was a part of the procession, with Henry, to 
Westminster for their coronation, but there are no records of pageants or tableaus 
performed for them by Londoners, excepting an oration from Sir Thomas More. This was 
more of a chance for the royal couple to be shown off to their subjects, rather than the 
subjects needing to prove their loyalty or affection. The sheer number of spectators, who 
 
122 Legg, English Coronation Records, 92. As translated in Joanna Laynesmith, “Fertility Rite or Authority 
Ritual? The Queen’s Coronation in England, 1445-87,” in Social Attitudes and Political Structures in the 
Fifteenth Century, ed. by Tim Thornton (Stroud: Sutton, 2000), 58. “May there also come kings from his 
loins in succession in future times; to rule the whole of this kingdom.”  
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had gathered in the pouring rain to catch a glimpse of their new sovereign and his bride 
would have sufficed to prove the English loved their new king and queen. 
Philip’s landing to England was not the same month-long treacherous journey that 
his late mother-in-law had endured in 1501. They both set sail from La Coruña, on the 
north coast of Castile, and intended to make landfall at Southampton, on England’s 
southern coast. Katherine’s boat was blown off course, but Philip’s journey took only a 
week and he arrived in all the pomp and circumstance that Southampton could muster in 
July of 1554. After his entry into Winchester, he enjoyed a water entry via the Thames 
into London, after disembarking his barge he rode alongside Mary for an official 
Triumphal Entry into London. 
 Anna of Denmark’s journey was even more treacherous than Katherine’s had 
been – it took a month for her to make it from Elsinore to the southern tip of Norway due 
to the heavy storms she and her fleet had encountered.123 It was another month after that 
before her new husband James decided that he had had enough of waiting and went to 
Norway to pick up his bride and ride out the winter in style in Denmark with her family. 
They left together for Scotland the following spring and in the years afterward, Anna 
enjoyed not one but two triumphal entries and two coronations. She processed through 
Edinburgh in 1590 as new queen of Scotland and enjoyed her solo coronation a few days 
later. Anna and James both took part in a joint coronation in Westminster in summer of 
1603 and a triumphal entry into London with their son Henry Frederick in spring of 1604.  
 
123 David Stevenson, Scotland’s Last Royal Wedding: The Marriage of James VI and Anne of Denmark 
(Glasgow: Bell & Main Ltd., 1997), 24-25. According to Stevenson, Anna and her flotilla set forth on 5 
September 1589 and arrived in Norway on 4 October. 
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Henriette Marie’s welcome was much like Philip’s in that she did not take part in 
a coronation (Charles had planned for a joint coronation, but her Roman Catholic faith 
did not allow her to partake in Anglican rituals) but she did take part in a water entry via 
the Thames into London in 1625, with her spouse by her side. Each of these consorts 
underwent their own combination and version of these important rituals to imbue them 
with the authority of their newfound position, and it is important to understand what sort 
of social expectations and duties were heaped upon them by their new subjects which 
mostly derive from these two rituals.  
Katherine of Aragon – Princess of Wales and Queen Consort of England 
 When she first arrived in England in 1501, Katherine of Aragon had already been 
married by proxy to the heir to the throne, Arthur, Prince of Wales. While she was not a 
queen consort, instead having been addressed as Princesa de Gales for as long as she 
could remember, Katherine represented the future of England. These hopes included a 
long and beneficial alliance with both Castile and Aragon, her parents’ most prominent 
kingdoms, as well as many heirs to herself and Arthur, who would then be rulers 
themselves or married off to other important families.  Arthur, who represented a new 
Camelot (indeed, he was born in Winchester, understood in the late fifteenth century to 
be the location of the mythical Camelot), would preside over a new and glorious dynasty 
and golden age in England, with the might of Spain supporting him against English 
enemies.  
 Blown off course, Katherine’s ship made landfall at Plymouth and she and her 
entourage made their way to London on land. She had been expected at Southampton, 
with her official welcoming party waiting there for her, but the locals were delighted to 
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play host to their new Princess of Wales. “She could not have been received with greater 
rejoicings,” wrote licentiate Alcarez to Katherine’s mother, Queen Isabel of Castile, “if 
she had been the savior of the world.”124 Alcarez continued in his missive to Isabel that 
Katherine quickly attended church and then began to make her way towards London, 
eventually meeting both royal father and son on the journey, after stopping in 
Dogsmerfield.  
 It was in London that Katherine was officially welcomed as Princess of Wales, 
just before her in-person marriage to Arthur at St Paul’s on 14 November 1501. 
Katherine’s welcome, while officially recognizing her as the Princess of Wales and wife 
to Arthur, was one that was fit for a queen. The parsimonious Henry VII famously spent 
all the money and pulled out all the stops to ensure that her entry and welcome was one to 
be remembered. It was also Katherine’s first chance to impress much of the landed 
nobility and commoner folks who lived in London or near enough to make the trip for a 
glimpse of the princess. She, too, was up to the task as has been documented in The 
Receyt of the Ladie Kateryne and in other contemporary records such as letters written by 
attendee Sir Thomas More.125 Important to note that while Katherine was the guest of 
honor for the pageants that welcomed her, and that she did not perform in them, that does 
not mean that she was not performing. She was playing the role of the virtuous, gracious, 
and cultured Princess of Wales perfectly, which was exactly what was expected of her, 
even though she could hardly have been able to understand the spoken parts of the 
 
124 "Spain: 1501," in Calendar of State Papers, Spain, Volume 1, 1485-1509, ed. G A Bergenroth (London: 
Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1862), 253-265. British History Online, accessed October 1, 2019, 
http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-papers/spain/vol1/pp253-265. 
125 Anonymous, The Receyt of the Ladie Kateryne, ed. Gordon Kipling (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1990). 
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pageants as they would have been recited in English.126 The sumptuous visuals and 
iconography, though, would not have been lost on the highly educated princess, as many 
would incorporate images from familiar religious sources or mythology that tied the 
houses of Trastamara and Tudor together, especially imagery of Catherine of Lancaster, 
Katherine’s ancestor who was the daughter of Constance of Castile and John of Gaunt. 
The earlier Catherine’s mother also enjoyed a triumphal entry into London in 1372, when 
she was welcomed as the ‘visiting’ queen of Castile.  
 The first tableau, which Katherine encountered on “the great bridge” as she 
entered the city of London from Southwark, was a play on her name and an exhortation 
to maintain her noble virtue.127 Upon the tabernacle sat two saints, Catherine of 
Alexandria and Ursula. Saint Catherine would have been immediately recognizable to 
Katherine because of her wheel, and Ursula with her “multitude of virgyns right goodly 
dressid and arayed.”128 That these two saints were chosen to welcome Katherine to 
London makes a good deal of sense. Not only do we get the pun on Katherine’s name, 
but the princess was already well known for her scholarship, and Catherine was well 
known for her “eloquence and intelligence,” along with her “great learning.”129 Ursula, 
too, was known for her “great beauty and high intelligence.” Her handmaidens would 
also have been a dead giveaway of that saint’s identity to Katherine, even with her 
limited English skills.  
 
126 Katherine was not fluent in English before she left Spain but learned the language once she got her boots 
on the ground, so to speak. 
127 Anonymous, The Receyt, 12. 
128 Anonymous, The Receyt, 13. 
129 Ferguson, George. Signs and Symbols in Christian Art (New York: Oxford University Press, 1954), 111. 
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 Saint Catherine then stepped forward and gave an oration to Katherine which 
reminded her of her duty to “Love your first spouse [Christ] chef, and after that your 
newe [Arthur]…” and if she succeeded in that primary duty, she would have the reward 
of  “with the secunde honour temporall,/ and with the first glory perpetuall.”130 Saint 
Catherine finished her oration with an exhortation to remember to follow Policie to 
Honour, which was to be the subject of the final tabernacle. Saint Ursula’s oration paints 
the picture of Arthur as Arcturus, a constellation near to Ursula’s Ursa Minor. As Sydney 
Anglo points out, there are two main allusions that educated early modern people may 
have drawn from Saint Ursula’s inclusion. First is that Arcturus the constellation is linked 
with Ursa Minor, so just as Arcturus is related to “… the British king Arthur, whose glory 
found its semblance in Arcturus…” so too does Arthur need his reflective constellation, 
Katherine, to act as his Ursa Minor or celestial Saint Ursula..131 The second is based in 
the writings of Gregory the Great, who connected Arcturus with “the ninth chapter of 
Job…” and then analyses the possible alternate meanings of the “constellation, which, set 
in the very centre of heaven, shines forth with the rays of seven stars…” which is an 
allusion to “…the Apocalypse of St. John” and seven candlesticks.132 Within that section, 
Gregory continues the Christian interpretation of the constellation as “…the constellation 
represents the sum of all the virtues, or the Christian life of virtue.”133 
 The rest of the tableaux continued in much the same vein as the first. In the 
second pageant, Katherine came upon the castle of Policy, who then welcomed a knight 
 
130 Anonymous, The Receyt, 14. 
131 Sydney Anglo, “The London Pageants for the Reception of Katharine of Aragon: November 1501,” 
Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes vol 26, no 1 (1963), 53-89, 59. 
132 Anglo, “The London Pageants,” 59.  
133 Anglo, “The London Pageants,” 60.  
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named “Noblenes” and a bishop called “Vertue.”134 Policy spoke first, wondering who 
had opened the gates of the castle, and then, dramatically spying Katherine, said “O now 
I se weell why:/ The bright sterre of Spayne, Hesperus, on them shone….” He closed his 
short oration by saying that since Katherine was “disposed to noblesse and virtue,/ Ye 
seme right apte to have auctoryte/ Within thys realme.”135 This is key – these pageants, 
the entire triumphal entry itself, was an important part of the social construction and 
understanding of Katherine as a figure of authority within England and for the English 
people. As the Princess of Wales, she was technically the second lady in the land after the 
queen (although in practice third, after the king’s mother, Margaret Beaufort). By 
acknowledging her right to access and possess authority in England, the pageant, and 
symbolically through it, the people of London (as a synecdoche for ‘England’), gave 
Katherine that authority even though she was a foreign bride. The pageant had been 
building up until this point – acknowledging and even celebrating Katherine as an 
individual and for her role in the greater English monarchy. Even more important than 
the pageant, which was the performative act through which that authority that was ceded 
to her, was that it was her cultivation of virtue and nobleness that formed the foundation 
of that authority, not any future children she may bear. Her authority was not granted to 
her to later bestow on any heirs of her body after her marriage – it was hers due to her 
noble birth and personal virtue. By ending the pageants with a verbal acknowledgement 
of her rightful authority, the pageants were rhetorically and figuratively giving her that 
authority. The authority granted to her was part of the iterative process through which she 
became a royal consort – through her performance of the role and through this crucial 
 
134 Anonymous, The Receyt, 17. 
135 Anonymous, The Receyt, 17-18. Emphasis is mine. 
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initial ceremony of belonging. And, of course, her marriage to the Prince of Wales – but 
that too only, in flowery language of the pageants, came about because of her noble 
bearing and royal lineage. It was Katherine herself, as a culmination of the virtues of her 
noble line and that she had cultivated herself, who was deserving of the love and 
authority given to her by the people of London. 
 After the entry, she later arrived at St. Paul’s for her wedding to Arthur. This too, 
did not disappoint for royal pageantry and neither did the celebration banquets 
afterwards. These, her major public appearances, were successful. The wedding went off 
without a hitch, and it seemed like Katherine and Arthur had stepped out of a fairy tale 
when they left St. Paul’s. Through her entry into London and her wedding, Catalina had 
transitioned into “Kateryne.” She was, completely and utterly in the eyes of the English, 
associated with the Tudor dynasty as their newest Princess of Wales. With her came the 
prospect of shared prosperity with Spain, one of the Continent’s superpowers. Having 
been called the princesa de Gales her whole life, she completed the transformation rituals 
and became England’s queen-in-waiting. Her behavior so impressed Henry VII, who 
wrote to her parents afterward to let them know exactly how well he had treated their 
daughter. “On the 12th of November,” wrote Henry on 28 November, “the Princess made 
her entry into the capital, accompanied by such a multitude of prelates, high dignitaries, 
nobles, and knights, and with the acclamation of such masses of people as never before 
had been seen in England.”136 By having Katherine travel through London before her 
wedding, rather than afterward, Henry was choosing to have Katherine associated with 
 
136 "Spain: 1501," in Calendar of State Papers, Spain, Volume 1, 1485-1509, ed. G A Bergenroth (London: 
Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1862), 253-265. British History Online, accessed October 17, 2019, 
http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-papers/spain/vol1/pp253-265. Emphasis is mine. 
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the imagery of the Tudor dynasty without Arthur by her side. Royal precedent was 
mixed. Margaret of Anjou had processed through London before her in-person marriage 
to Henry VI. Joan of Navarre, on the other hand, had wed Henry IV and then held her 
entry and coronation a few weeks later. Having Katherine marry Arthur was an 
achievement for Henry, and in this way, he not only got to show her off as a prize he had 
won, but also set her up as a rightful inheritor of her title.  
To be sure, Arthur was there on the sidelines, watching, and he was there in 
imagined spirit as his name and goodly future were prophesied alongside Katherine’s. 
But it was Katherine, alone, riding through London who so impressed the spectators. Her 
arrival in London and participation as the star of the entry was a concrete example of the 
glorious future the Tudor kings had in store for England. Elizabeth of York had given 
birth to a new king Arthur, and his beautiful young princess was both a glittering 
adornment to that new court and future but also part of its promise. She would unite 
England with the might and glory of Spain, the stalwart defender of Christendom, and tie 
her fate with that of Arthur and the Tudors. Even though their destinies were to be 
intertwined, this was her moment to shine.  
 And shine she did. The anonymous author of the Receyt has copious praise to 
heap upon the teenaged Katherine, but so too did other observers. In a letter to a friend, 
Thomas More shared his impressions of the new Princess of Wales. He wrote, “Ah, but 
the lady, take my word for it, she thrilled the hearts of everyone: she possesses all those 
qualities that make for beauty in a very charming young girl. Everywhere she receives the 
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highest of praises; but even that is inadequate.”137 Even though they had not yet had the 
opportunity to talk with one another, she had impressed him.  
The entry had clearly done the trick. Along with her careful cultivation of her 
newfound subjects’ affections through charitable works, intercessions, and other choices, 
Katherine remained beloved throughout the rest of her life and beyond. David Starkey, in 
his description of her later procession to Westminster on the eve of her coronation, wrote, 
“She had already won the hearts of Londoners at Arthur’s wedding. Now she confirmed 
her hold. And – whatever the vicissitudes of her life – she never lost it.”138 She spent the 
rest of her life building her relationship with her English subjects, as the following 
chapters will show. Katherine was successful at building and maintaining strong domestic 
and international networks of support and obligation, and that all started with these happy 
moments before tragedy struck her life with Arthur’s death in 1501.  
Her coronation in 1509 was another important moment in early Tudor history. 
The first Tudor king, Henry VII, had a solo coronation in 1485. He had waited until after 
his wife, Elizabeth of York, had given birth to his heir before having her anointed as his 
queen on St. Katharine’s Day in 1487.139 According to Joanna Laynesmith, this was to 
avoid a public assumption of joint sovereignty held between Henry and Elizabeth.140 
Delaying until after she gave birth also demonstrated that he did not, at least in his 
estimation, hold his kingship through her birthright as the daughter of Edward IV, but in 
 
137 E. F. Rogers, ed. Thomas More: Selected Letters (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 
1961), 2-3.  
138 David Starkey, Henry: Virtuous Prince (London: Harper Perennial, 2009), 290.  
139 Anglo, Spectacle Pageantry, 49. 
140 Laynesmith, The Last Medieval Queens, 81. 
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his own right through conquest. Katherine, though, enjoyed a joint coronation with her 
husband, the newly kinged Henry VIII, Arthur’s younger brother. 
Part of the coronation ritual is the very public procession that precedes it, as 
stipulated in the Little Device, which dictated what the queen and king should wear, the 
order in which they should proceed to the Abbey, and how the ceremony should progress. 
The late medieval kings and queens would process throughout London toward the Tower 
of London, greeted by tableaux and speeches intended to beseech the royal couple to 
remember Godly virtues and to perform them for the salvation of the kingdom, much like 
Katherine’s solo entry in 1501. After the tableaux, the royal couple would meet with those 
who were to become Knights of the Bath and to perform a night vigil in the chapel of St 
John. The next day, they would process from the Tower to Westminster for the coronation 
ceremonies. Along the way, they would, once again, perform the role of sovereign and 
consort to be and put themselves on display for all to see. Attired magnificently, they would 
enter Westminster Abbey for their ceremony.  
Katherine, as she enjoyed a joint coronation with Henry, did not have another solo 
entry. It does not appear that she and Henry stopped to take in the rich symbolism of any 
tableaux if Hall’s Chronicle is to be taken at its word. Hall makes apologies for events 
and details he omits in his writing, but he does give some tantalizing details. Instead of a 
fully-fledged pageant wagon procession, the new king and queen were treated with 
London all decked out and “Virgins in white, with braunches of white Waxe, the priests 
and clerkes, in riche Copes, with Crosses and censers of ciluer, with censing his grace 
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and the queen also as they passed.”141 As Henry and Katherine made their way from the 
Tower, they encountered streets that “were hanged with Tapistrie, and clothe of Arras,” 
other streets that were decked out in cloth of gold, where the members of all the livery 
companies – in order – awaited their sovereign and consort to wish them well on their 
way into Westminster.142  
In Hall’s Chronicle, Katherine does not receive as much attention as does Henry 
at their coronation, but there are a few tantalizing details about her participation in the 
procession and ceremony. Katherine’s entourage, Hall reported, came after Henry’s. Her 
“Lordes, Knightes, Esquires, and gentle menne in their degrees, well mounted, and 
richely appareled in Tissues, cloth of Golde, of Siluer, Tynsels, and Veluettes 
Embroudered, freshe and goodly to behold.”143 Hall uses the same phrase to describe 
Katherine’s appearance. She was dressed “in white Satyn Embrodered” with her “heire 
hangyng donne to her backe, of a very great length, bewtefull and goodly to behold.”144 
The fact that Hall notes how her dress looked and how her hair was done is of importance 
(especially because he gives no other details aside from a “coronall” on her head). Both 
her hair cascading down her shoulders and down her back – not being contained under an 
English or French hood or in a net – and her white satin dress marked her as an 
exceptional woman.  
 
141 Edward Hall, Hall’s Chronicle; Containing the History of England during the Reign of Henry the 
Fourth and the Succeeding Monarchs to the End of the Reign of Henry the Eighth (London: J. Johnson, 
1809), 508. 
142 Hall, Hall’s Chronicle, 508. 
143 Hall, Hall’s Chronicle, 508.  
144 Hall, Hall’s Chronicle, 508. Emphasis is mine. 
103 
 
 
Both her dress and hair style were stipulated in the Little Device and were 
commonly understood to signal virginity, and as she had been married to Henry for about 
a week and a half at that point, it is not too far out of the realm of possibility that the 
marriage had been consummated. Wearing white signified purity of body and soul, was 
associated with light, and was also worn frequently by the Virgin Mary in paintings of the 
Immaculate Conception.145 Typically in late medieval England, once a woman wed, she 
no longer let her hair hang down, instead wearing it braided up under a hood or headdress 
of some kind. For Katherine to wear her white satin gown and display her hair signaled 
her purity and virtue. As Laynesmith argued in Last Medieval Queens, this combination 
is significant as, “this seems to imply that the queen shared something of the masculine 
aspect of royalty that was not open to other women. Virginity was supposed to enable 
women to attain spiritual masculinity, and the queen, by virtue of her white robes, was 
apparently being constructed as such a virgin in this ceremony.”146 By presenting the 
queen, who was obviously expected to bear the king’s children, as a virgin, or as pure as 
a virgin, was a powerful symbol. This separated her from her gender-peers in a concrete 
way. She was not quite a normal woman, nor was she quite a man. She was a consort. 
And her coronation cemented that perception and understanding in the eyes of all who 
attended and who heard or read about it later.  
Katherine and Henry’s ceremony was the first joint coronation in over twenty-five 
years, as the last had been Richard III and his queen Anne Neville’s in 1483, so it was 
only natural that there would be much excitement among the people of London for such 
 
145 Ferguson, Signs and Symbols, 152. 
146 Laynesmith, The Last Medieval Queens, 93. 
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an occasion. According to Richard Grafton, the King’s Printer, on the day of her 
coronation, Katherine rode alone in a litter. A “sodein showre then came & fell w suche 
force & thicknesse, ye the canapy borne ouer her was not sufficient to defend her fro 
wetyng of her matell & furre of powdered ermines win ysame, but y she was fain to be 
coueighed vnder the houell of the drapers stalles till ye shower were ouer passed, whiche 
was not long, and then she passed on her waie.”147 Indeed, Grafton spares more room in 
his chronicle for Katherine’s coronation than did Edward Hall.  
The details of the coronation in Grafton’s chronicle are scant, though. He leaves 
his readers with the dramatic image of Henry and Katherine processing into Westminster 
behind 38 bishops and abbots on their way to the high altar. “And thereof the archbishop 
was gloriouslye crouned, to the great comforte of all ye lande.” After the ‘longe’ 
ceremony was complete, Grafton hurries the newly minted sovereign and consort to their 
celebratory dinner.148 It is easy to see that Grafton was much more enamored with the 
descriptions of the jousts afterwards than the coronation itself.  
Of the procession prior to the coronation, there is much speculation as to the 
pageants and as to the ceremony itself as there are, as far as historians who have worked 
on Henry VIII’s coronation and early reign reckon, few extant eyewitness records of the 
event itself. According to Jennifer Loach, “The one contemporary printed description of 
the coronation, Stephen Hawes’s execrable verse pamphlet, A Joyfull Medytacyon, 
largely consists of pious platitudes, and there is no specific record of the pageants and 
 
147 Richard Grafton, in John Hardyng, The Chronicle of John Hardyng, ed H. Ellis (London: F. C. and J. 
Rivington, 1812), 591.  
148 Richard Grafton, The Chronicle of John Hardyng, 592. 
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public entertainments that preceded the ceremony.”149 There have been records of the 
expenditures of the day discovered in archives, with wages promised for the workers who 
crafted the materials necessary for the coronation. These are now readily available as part 
of the State Papers collections. Other historians have been able to piece together what 
was written up in the scant other extant sources to partially reconstruct the coronation 
rites for Henry VIII, and incidentally then, Katherine of Aragon.150  
In English Coronation Records, Leopold G. Wickham Legg printed a handwritten 
version of Henry VIII’s coronation oath.151 In it, the new king himself, famously averse 
to writing letters by his own hand, scratches out lines and offers suggestions for new 
phrases. Even though it looks like Henry took the time to rewrite his oath, it does not 
appear that this version was ever used – instead, if other corroborating documents are 
used, Henry’s coronation took the form of the Liber regalis, and not his own or his 
father’s little device, but that of the reviled Richard III’s. This makes sense because as I 
previously mentioned, Richard and Anne’s coronation had been the most recent joint 
coronation, and was probably in living memory for many of Henry’s subjects. Even 
though the memory of Richard III and his reign was a negative one, performing the same 
coronation ritual provided continuity for the English people and, as the coronation 
procession and ceremony stretched back centuries, reciting specific prayers, wearing 
 
149 Jennifer Loach, “Ceremonial in the Reign of Henry VIII,” Past and Present 142 (1994): 43-68, 45-46.  
150 See Loach, “Ceremonial in the Reign of Henry VIII”; Alice Hunt, The Drama of Coronation 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008); and Roy Strong, Coronation: A History of Kingship and 
the British Monarchy (London: HarperCollins, 2005). Although Strong seems to have forgotten about 
Katherine’s involvement at all in the text of the book and gets her coronation date (and indeed all of the 
Tudors’) mixed up in his chart of such dates.  
151 Leopold G. Wickham Legg, ed. English Coronation Records (Westminster: Archibald, Constable & 
Co., 1901), 240. 
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specific clothing, and doing so in the eyes of the public and of the clergy also crafted a 
sense of timelessness and legitimacy.  
As stipulated by the Liber regalis, Katherine was an observer during Henry’s 
coronation ceremony. Preceding her into the Abbey were sundry noblemen carrying her 
regalia, a crown, an ivory rod and a gold scepter.  She sat on a throne or a folding stool, 
comparatively lower than Henry’s, until it was her turn for her anointing. After Henry’s 
crowning and installment of regalia, Katherine knelt at the altar to receive her anointing. 
Henry, as king, was anointed in several places upon his body: his hands, breast, back, 
shoulders, elbows and the crown of his head.152 The Queen, however, was only anointed 
upon two parts of her body, her forehead and her breast.153 As Katherine was crowned 
with her husband, she would not have been anointed with chrism, as that was only used 
once during the ceremony and was instead used on Henry’s head. Instead, she was 
anointed with holy oil, possibly the holy oil of St. Thomas. She did not take an oath as 
did the king, but the Liber regalis stipulates that after her anointing she was invested with 
regalia just as the king was. Katherine’s regalia would have, if they followed the Liber 
regalis, included a crown for the actual coronation/crowning (and then a personal crown 
to wear on the way out of the Abbey), a scepter, a rod, and a ring.154  
The coronation ring, just as a wedding ring was meant to symbolize a pact made 
between individuals, was intended to symbolize the queen’s commitment to her faith and 
 
152 Anne Sutton & P.W. Hammond, eds. Coronation of Richard III (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1983), 
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to God as a “seal of sincerity that you may avoid all infection of heresy.”155 This 
mirrored the king’s regalia, as he too, was invested with a ring, and so they both were 
vested with responsibilities to protect one another and the realm from heresy. While she 
may have had the same type of physical symbols, it is important to remember that 
Katherine was not vested as Henry’s equal in this ceremony. She was not invested with 
the swords that represented justice or mercy, but she did receive an ivory rod and a 
golden sceptre in addition to the ring. Both the rod and sceptre were topped with doves – 
wings folded.156 The dove was a symbol of mercy, peace, and of the Holy Ghost, 
reminding Katherine and those in attendance of some of the duties expected of her – to 
entreat the king to merciful justice and to help guide him to Godly decisions and actions. 
While Henry was crowned with St. Edward’s crown, Katherine had her own crown that 
the Archbishop of Canterbury laid upon her head. These items can be seen in the woodcut 
image that accompanied A Joyfull medytacyon, which is Appendix B. In it, Henry is 
seated under his Tudor rose, Katherine under her pomegranate. Each hold some of their 
invested regalia with their crowns held aloft above their heads by churchmen. In it we can 
see Henry with his sceptre and orb and Katherine clearly is holding a rod with a small 
bird on the top, her hair cascading down her shoulders and back.  
While Katherine may not have had the opportunity to put her own flair into the 
coronation ceremony, studying the process in which she was consecrated into a holy 
consort is important. The procession and the ceremony itself were designed to 
 
155 Legg, English Coronation Records, 110, translated from Latin in Laynesmith, Last Medieval Queens, 
103. 
156 Post-restoration coronations would substitute the dove-topped gilt sceptre for a cross-topped gilt sceptre, 
and there is, according to Laynesmith, the possibility of confusion in earlier records of solo consorts 
receiving the sovereign’s sceptre and rod at their coronation.  
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demonstrate to the public and whole of England that Katherine, through her marriage to 
the king, her lineage, and her own virtues, was worthy to be queen, just as Henry was 
worthy to be king based upon his birth and innate nobility. The procession and coronation 
clarified exactly what was to be expected of Katherine as wife of the king– she was to 
provide him with heirs, as the initial prayer “Omnipotens sempieterne deus fons et origo” 
finished with comparing her to Biblical mothers, but she was also to be an embodiment of 
mercy and God’s love for her husband and subjects. She performed these roles over the 
course of her years as Henry’s first consort and because of her masterful command of 
said roles, she experienced popularity and adoration from her subjects and respect from 
her networks of family and cultivated relationships.  
Philip of Spain – King of Jerusalem and Naples, King Consort of England and Ireland 
 Philip of Spain arrived to much celebration and fanfare when he landed in 
England at the port of Southampton and made his way to his wedding celebration in 
Winchester Cathedral on 25 July 1554. He had been married by proxy earlier in the year 
on 6 March. After landing, Philip was greeted warmly by the lords of the Privy council, 
“and diuerse other Noblemen, [who] most louyngly welcomed him: where in the meane 
season, my lord the Erll of Arundel, lord Steward of Englande, put a very riche garter 
about his left legge.”157 What John Elder left out of his Letter Sent into Scotland, was that 
this was not just any bejeweled garter, but one which symbolized Philip’s future 
induction into the prestigious Order of the Garter, conferred upon him by express order of 
 
157 John Elder, The Copie of a letter sent in to Scotlande (London: John Wayllande). Another eye-witness 
account, that of Juan de Barahona, which I cite below, writes that it was not his left leg, but his right leg 
that received the garter. 
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the Queen.158 After Mary’s death in 1558, when Philip was detailing which of the items 
in Whitehall belonged to him, he wrote about the garter, which is much more impressive 
in Philip’s retelling. It was a “rich garter, with two large facetted diamonds, a large pearl, 
five flat diamonds set in a rose pattern, twelve flat rubies round the garter, set two by two, 
and twenty-four pearls set two by two.”159 At the same time, Philip was also given a 
richly jeweled chain, “of fifty-eight links, each link carrying diamonds or rubies, two 
stones on each, together with a St. George in armour made of diamonds, and the dragon 
formed by a pearl,” which the Earl of Arundel hung about his neck after presenting Philip 
with the garter.160 As much as each of these gifts was meant to demonstrate England’s 
wealth and good taste in jewels, these gifts have much more significance. By giving the 
royal nod of Philip’s future entry into the Order of the Garter, Mary and her council were 
showing that Philip was worthy of such honors and that he would bring that honor to 
England. The Saint George and the Dragon chain also makes sense as a gift - Saint 
George was, and is, the patron saint of England, and giving Philip the image of one of 
England’s most revered figures again showed that Philip belonged. By smothering him in 
brilliantly jeweled English iconography was a way to overwhelm the image of the king 
riding through Southampton, covering him in English symbols to hide the Spanish man 
 
158 Juan de Barahona, “Journey to England and Marriage of Prince Philip of Spain” in The Accession 
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Palgrave MacMillan, 2012), 100. 
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underneath. After being bedecked with heavy jewels by some of England’s highest 
nobility, Philip spent a few days recuperating after his journey before his official entry 
into Winchester for his in-person wedding.  
 While women were not inducted into the Order of the Garter, another sort of 
honor was routinely accorded to female foreign-born consorts through the use of other 
rituals thought more suitable to the “feminine sex,” especially those rituals concerning 
childbirth and motherhood. While female consorts generally were not made Companions 
of the Knights of the Garter, there were other gifts and rituals that were used to 
“domesticate strangers,” as Sarah Duncan calls the perceived Anglicization of foreign-
born consorts.161 One of those ways to demonstrate a consort’s new-found English 
loyalties was through jewelry and dress. While Katherine of Aragon wore a Spanish 
farthingale to her wedding (and was a fashion leader for much of her time in England), 
she would wear clothing embroidered with the Tudor rose or festooned in Henry’s colors 
of white and green, to show how she embraced English customs and people. Philip, as her 
son-in-law did just that by wearing clothing that was at the height of fashion in England 
to his wedding. Unfortunately for him, that clothing was in a French fashion, so his 
gesture of loyalty was quite a large and probably difficult one.162  
Just as a Triumphal Entry and a coronation could be used to “domesticate 
strangers,” so too was the conferring the Order of the Garter and the many, many 
pendants of Saint George that came along with membership of the order. Unlike female 
foreign-born consorts, this particular avenue, of knighthood, was available to Philip. It 
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elevated him within English society. He was not simply a foreign-born prince come to 
wed their queen; he was an English knight. For what it was worth, the noblemen and the 
men who kept the gears of government turning seemed to hold Philip in great respect.  
 Philip’s entry into Winchester was just as one could expect riding into the ancient 
capital of Alfred the Great. Philip rode a white horse while wearing a “riche coate 
embrodred with gold” with a “white fether in his hat, very faire.”163 The new king was at 
the head of a procession into the city, followed by “the noblemen of Englande” as well as 
the Spanish noblemen who had come in his entourage.164 The symbolism of a knight 
upon a white horse, riding into what was thought to be Camelot could not have been lost 
on many who were in attendance. Indeed, that was one of the reasons why Elizabeth of 
York planned to give birth to her first son, Arthur, in the city of Winchester. Philip’s men 
later wrote home about their excitement of exploring King Arthur’s city and of seeing the 
Round Table.165  
 After their wedding, Philip and Mary made their way to their triumphal entry in 
London, and even though Mary accompanied Philip through London, most of the pageant 
carts directed their welcomes and addresses to the new king consort. The royal couple 
took a water route to get to Southwark and on 18 August embarked upon the roads to take 
in the pageantry. Procured just for the occasion, Mary gave Philip a grand hat to wear, 
probably to make him stand out even more in the crowds and to emphasize his majesty. 
The cap that was delivered to him the night before his entry was a “velvet cap… with its 
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stones and pearls…” and had a “little chain and a medal with diamonds and rubies, and 
white plumes.”166 
 Before even entering the City of London itself, Philip and Mary were met by the 
Mayor of London. While in Winchester, Philip was ceremonially given the keys to the 
city, this time it was Mary who was presented with a mace by the Mayor. This mace, 
meant to “signify his [the Lord Mayor’s] power and authoritie within the citie of 
London,” was only passed between Mary and her Lord Mayor, demonstrating to the 
gathered crowds that power in London and in the English empire stemmed from Mary, 
not her husband. This aptly showed a traditional arrangement between the power of the 
monarchy and how it was distributed between sovereign and spouse, just in this case the 
sexes were flipped. One of the many times Mary sought to show her people that Philip 
was no one to fear – that she was the sovereign, this small episode is significant as it 
ceremonially puts Philip in the role of, what was traditionally, a woman, a queen consort. 
According to the eye-witness sources, Philip perfectly performed his new, unknown role. 
This was the first time in England’s history that a woman was sovereign, and even more 
new was the fact that she married. Philip’s roles and responsibilities, as this shows, and as 
I will continue to show with an examination of his Entry pageantry, were shown to be 
much as any other foreign-born consorts from his very entry into England… if a little less 
on the fertility/virility hopes.  
 After the mace exchange, the king and queen mounted up, Mary on the right and 
Philip on the left, and the Lord Mayor joined the procession into the city. The placement 
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of Mary and Philip was reminiscent of their wedding, when in Winchester Cathedral he 
and his nobles were staged from the left and Mary and hers from the right.167 This, too, 
accords with the traditional placement of a king and his queen consort, but once again 
with the sexes reversed. The Lord Mayor marched ahead of the royal couple, carrying the 
Mace of Mary’s Power, along with men bearing “two swerdes of honoure” between the 
royal couple and the Lord Mayor.168 This echoes their wedding, when according to 
Spanish sources, two swords signifying the King’s justice were carried before both Mary 
and Philip (generally the English sources indicate that the sword was only carried before 
Mary until their marriage was concluded and then he was included as a personification of 
the king’s justice).169 Then, as per the usual, the Tower of London fired off celebratory 
welcome rounds, “as neuer was heard the lyke in Englande here to fore.”170 
 After their initial entry into the City of London proper, Philip and Mary rode 
toward a “drawe bridge, there they made the first staye,” which was two figures named 
‘Corilneus Britannus” and “Gogmalgog Albionus,” who greeted them at the gates.171 The 
two combatants were a direct reference from Geoffrey of Monmouth’s The History of the 
Kings of Britain (De gestis Britonum), where Cornieus, a companion of Brutus who had 
accompanied him from Italy to Gaul and then to Albion, settled in Cornwall, a known 
giant habitat. Cornieus slew many giants in Cornwall, the entire tribe of Gogmagog. He 
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then killed Gogmagog, after a wrestling match, by throwing him off a cliff.  Known to be 
a slayer of giants, different legends place his height variously at normal sized to up to 18 
feet tall. Afterward, Cornieus became the legendary first ruler of Cornwall.  
These giants in Philip and Mary’s procession were integral to the history of 
England as it was known in the sixteenth century. They and their battle tied England to 
the glory of Ancient Rome: as Diocletian’s mythical thirty-three wicked daughters had 
been cast adrift after killing their husbands and then found themselves the mothers of a 
demon and giant race in Albion, named after the oldest sister, Alba or Albina, and as 
Cornieus was a companion of Brutus, the legendary first king of Britain who also named 
the island after himself, and Brutus was descended from Aeneas, the great hero of the 
Trojan war. The two figures had been included in the Guildhall building in London since 
the reign of Henry V and traditionally figured in the Lord Mayor’s Shows. Indeed, they 
were also included in Elizabeth’s entry into London when she became queen after Mary’s 
death.172 
To include them is to remind the audiences gathered, and Philip, of the illustrious 
history of England, and to then intertwine the fate of Philip with the fate of the Isle, just 
as Cornieus, another virile hero from across the Channel, found his fortune there. The 
two giants also held a plaque between them that contained a verse printed upon it. In it, 
Philip and not Mary, is praised for his God appointed duty to England and reassures him 
that England and her people are pleased for him to be there, “But chiefly London doth her 
loue vouchsafe, Reioysing that hir Philip is come safe….”173 So, without the other 
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context of the Lord Mayor’s shows (and indeed, the two effigies continued to appear in 
the Shows in 2019),174 I would argue that by including these two figures was a way to 
associate Philip with the conquering hero, rather than the storied and mythical past of 
Britain, and securing for himself a place within that history. But with the context of the 
association of the two giants, now known as Gog and Magog, within the continuing Lord 
Mayor’s shows and their place of honor at Guildhall, I would argue that while there is 
still that association with the conquering hero, there is just as much an association with 
the rich past of London itself. And unlike his mother-in-law, Philip would largely have 
understood the tableaux provided for him as the text which accompanied each was in 
Latin, whereas Katherine’s was in English. Philip was well versed in Latin and Ancient 
Greek, but less linguistically able when it came to modern European languages other than 
Spanish.175  
After he was welcomed into the gates of the City by the two giant figures, Philip 
and Mary made their way to the first of the pageants along Gracechurch Street. Along the 
way, they encountered a painted mural of the Nine Worthies. These Worthies, staples of 
entry iconography across the Europe, generally paid tribute to three Pagan, three Jewish, 
and three Christian worthies.176 It is unknown whether the mural was part of the pageant, 
also on Gracechurch Street, that was put on by the “Marchaunt straungers of the 
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Stilliarde” or if it was a different organization.177 Generally, these foreign workers were 
from the German provinces and their trade had been curtailed in the later years of Henry 
VIII and in Edward VI’s reign. Mary, however, restored some of their rights to work in 
London, which they held until late in Elizabeth’s reign when their warehouses were shut 
up due to a disagreement with Holy Roman Emperor Rudolf II in 1597, when he 
shuttered those warehouses belonging to the English Merchant Adventurers in the 
German provinces.178 
 While this particular imagery is typical of entries, its connection with the 
following tableau makes it interesting, as well as the possible controversy that surrounded 
it, because it is at this point in the entry that the Protestant and Catholic sources diverge 
briefly. While the Chronicle of Queen Jane (hereafter CQJ) mentions the “ix worthies,” 
the text describes an entirely different mural.179 This mural, while it includes the nine 
worthies of Elder’s Letter, it also includes “King Henry the eight and Edwarde the vjth in 
their tabernacles, all in complet harnesse, some with mases, some with swords, and some 
with pollaxes in their handes; all saving Henry the eight, which was paynted having in 
one hand a cepter and in the other hande a booke, whereon was written Verbum Dei.”180 
It makes sense that the Worthies were armed, and that Henry and Edward would be 
included in some of the pageant, to illustrate Mary’s legitimacy on the throne, but this 
particular way of presenting the two of them raises questions, if it was indeed included in 
the pageant, as, again, Elder’s Letter makes no mention of this part of the mural at all. 
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Holinshed and Foxe both derive their narratives of Jane’s short reign and Mary’s early 
reign from the CQJ, which ostensibly was a first-hand account. 
 The offending part of the mural, Henry VIII giving a book with the Word of God 
painted on it to Edward, would demonstrate that, firstly, a reformed faith was indeed the 
“word of God” and secondly that it was the faith of little Edward that was most 
representative of said “word of God,” and not Mary’s Catholic faith. Welcoming Philip 
and Mary, two supporters of restoring the Catholic church in England, with blatant 
reformed propaganda (which apparently had appeared as the title page of Henry’s Great 
Bible of 1539), would have been an incredible oversight on the planners of the pageant - 
especially if it was the Merchant Strangers guild (which is only a possibility). 
Apparently, Stephen Gardiner, Mary’s Bishop of Winchester and Lord Chancellor, had 
pulled the painter, Richard Grafton, aside after Mary and Philip had passed on to the next 
station and threatened him with imprisonment if he did not paint over the offending 
text.181 Simon Renard, Spain’s ambassador (as well as Charles V’s ambassador from the 
Holy Roman Empire) to England in the early part of Mary’s reign, makes no mention of 
the incident in his missive to the Holy Roman Emperor. Renard only notes how well the 
entry went and that, “As the people had been unfavourably impressed by false rumour, 
they greatly admired him and were amazed at the manner in which they had been 
deceived; so their present opinion of him is that he is a handsome Prince, of benign and 
humane countenance, and likely to turn out a good ruler; and they are greatly pleased 
 
181 Anonymous, CQJ, 79.  
118 
 
 
with his appearance.”182 Philip himself wrote of the positive experience, “We have 
visited London, where I was received with universal signs of love and joy.”183 
 The next stay on the entry was at the end of Gracechurch Street, and it featured a 
mechanical Philip on horseback armed “verye gorgeously and richly set” with the words 
on a tablet about Philip’s might. This tableau was definitely associated with the Merchant 
Strangers in Elder’s letter. The tantalizing text, which was  printed on a blue field in 
“fayre Romaine letters of sable” were “Diuo Phi Aug Max/ Hispaniarum  principi 
exoptatissimo.”184 The heavily abbreviated Latin would translate to, in the words of John 
Elder, “In honour of worthy Philip the fortunate & most mighty,/ Prince of Spaine, most 
earnestly wyshed for.”185 It is this that is so interesting – that Philip is described as 
mighty. Of course, that could just have meant his exalted status as king of Naples and 
Jerusalem or it could indicate more of that military might or masculine virility, that so 
many native born English feared he would use to conquer them. The text continued onto 
a second tablet. That one read, “Most mighty Philip, nether hope, nor feare may frighte/ 
Thy stronge and valiaunt hart away from ryghte.”186 Again, the worldly-ness of the 
Merchant Strangers of the Steelyard and their connection to the German provinces in the 
Holy Roman Empire, which at this time was under the reign of Philip’s father, Charles V, 
makes their very complimentary text about Philip make a lot of sense. While it is not 
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documented if Charles V had any direct hand in the creation of the tableaux, it would 
have been a good bit of public relations for them to welcome Philip so well to London, so 
as they could stay on both his and Charles’ good graces. By having a foreign guild give a 
presentation at this important occasion, especially one that emphasizes Philip’s might, 
this shows a bit about how Mary’s England was intimately entwined with the trade of the 
Continent and specifically that of the Holy Roman Empire, as well as the Spanish lands 
that Philip would duly inherit.  
 The mechanical Philip on display was a technical marvel, utilizing the skills of 
those Merchant Strangers of the Steelyard well. When Philip and Mary approached, the 
little king “was made to mounte and tourne ronde about.”187 After taking in the sight of 
the little metal man mounting up, the royal couple moved on to Cornhill for the next 
pageant which was a staple of triumphal entries. Katherine of Aragon, in her entry, had 
the opportunity to listen to her sainted namesake, Catherine of Alexandria, and Philip was 
honored by four other noble Philips from history.  
 The four Philips chosen were Philip, king of Macedonia and father of Alexander 
the Great, Philippus Arabus the Roman emperor, Philip the Bold, and Philip the Good 
both of Burgundy. With these four Philips came another verse in Latin, which Elder 
helpfully translated for potential readers. The culmination of this short verse was “In 
birth, in fortune, boldnes, virtuous name/Thou Philip passest these Philips fower, 
alone.”188 This reminds the audience, again, of Philip’s noble birth and good fortune, 
especially because Mary and Philip themselves were pictured above all four of the other 
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Philips. The reason for the inclusion of Philippus Arabus is confusing at first glance, as 
he was emperor during the chaotic era just preceding Diocletian’s splitting of the empire 
into the Roman and Byzantine halves of the Roman empire. However, it is possible that 
while he may not have been Christian himself, he was generally tolerant of Christians 
(and this is still before Constantine), so that may be a link to the hope that Philip of Spain 
would be the one to bring the English church back to Rome? However, the most 
important for the construction of Philip as Mary’s consort, was his assumption of the past 
Philips’ virtue and boldness. While boldness would make sense as a masculine attribute, 
virtue, especially when it came to consorts, was coded feminine. Reminders of the need 
to maintain virtue, to cultivate virtue, and to pass virtue on to offspring abounded in the 
pageants aimed at feminine consorts, just as I described with Katherine’s entry previous 
and will do again for Anna’s entry into Edinburgh.  
 Sufficiently pleased, Philp and Mary moved on to the next pageant, in Cheapside. 
There, they were greeted by Orpheus and the nine muses. There were also “men and 
children decked vp like wilde beastess, as Lions, wolfes, foxes and beares.”189 
Comparing Philip’s eloquence with Orpheus’ musical gift, the verse that accompanied the 
tableau read “The prince that hath the gift of eloquence/ May bend his subjects to his 
most behoue…” Anglo makes a good point that Foxe and other Protestants interpreted 
the entry to compare Philip with Orpheus, and the English people with the beasts to be 
controlled by the sweet music he performed. This was not a good look, but the royal 
couple enjoyed it and moved on to the fourth of the tableaux.  
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 Another staple of triumphal entries was the genealogical chart, concretely 
demonstrating the illustrious background of the person being welcomed. The particular 
tree that graced Philip and Mary’s entry was in Cheapside and sprang from Edward III of 
England, ancestor of both Mary and Philip through their respective grandmother and 
great-grandmother, Isabel of Castile. When Mary’s mother, Katherine of Aragon, enjoyed 
her triumphal entry in 1501, hers made reference to her descent from John of Gaunt, third 
eldest son of Edward III. Charles V, Philip’s father, was treated to an entry in 1522, 
during the flurry of activity surrounding little Mary’s betrothal to Charles, her cousin. His 
entry featured two genealogical trees, one again like Katherine’s with John of Gaunt and 
another with Alfonso X “the Wise”, king of Castile.190 After the presentation of the tree, 
with Mary and Philip at the top under a closed imperial crown, the couple moved on to 
St. Paul’s Cathedral. 
 At the next stop after the tree sprouting from long dead Ed, a scholar presented 
Philip with “a fayre boke” upon the steps of the Cathedral. According to Anglo’s Italian 
source, La solenne et felice intrata delli Serenissimi Re Philippo, the scholar greeted 
them with a Latin oration which extolled Philip’s virtues and wished him to father 
children to inherit the throne of England.191 Afterward, the royal couple were treated with 
a death-defying stunt of a Spaniard who “came slipping upon a corde as an arrow out of a 
bow, from Paules steple to the grounde.”192 While there was some safety planning 
performed, it still possibly ended badly for the brave soul. Elder writes that the performer 
only that he fell onto the feather beds on the ground and then went back up to perform 
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more acts. La solenne describes how the man made it about halfway down and tried to 
“wrap his legs about the rope so that he could reach the ground safely- and even then he 
scraped himself to the bone.”193 According to John Foxe’s account in Acts and 
Monuments, the poor man died from his injuries.194 
 The royal couple enjoyed a Te Deum in the Cathedral before embarking for the 
final pageant in Philip’s welcome at Fleet Street. In this pageant, Justice, Equity, Truth, 
and Wisdom were personified in female corporeal guises. Wisdom crowned two 
performers who were acting the parts of Mary and Philip and a tablet was printed with 
another verse, again dedicated seemingly to Philip alone. In it, Philip is praised for a 
gentle, just, and true nature, and because he has been crowned by wisdom, “And sith we 
know thee, Philip to be such,/While thou shalt reigne we think us happy much.”195 Here, 
directly, Philip is being beseeched to rule. This is, again unusual in entries for consorts – 
sovereign power belonged to the monarch and consorts were usually entreated to guide 
their spouses to godly virtues and acts, and through that, bring glory to the realm. 
Katherine’s entry gave her authority – Philip’s was happily proclaiming his reign. 
Perhaps that is the difference between welcoming a female consort and a male consort. 
Here, though, Philip is described in ways which are normally reserved for the monarch, 
most likely due to his masculinity. A male consort was unique and this shows that in their 
drive to flatter him, they naturally put him into a position of leadership and command. He 
was a consort, yet he was a man. He was not a royal bride. Also important to note is that 
Mary was by his side during the entirety of the Entry. If she had been offended by 
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London’s flattery of her new husband, there would have been repercussions, but it seems 
as though both sovereign and consort were pleased with the events of the day.  After the 
pageants concluded, the royal couple heard more Latin orations before retiring to 
Whitehall. 
 While there were nods to Mary and her sovereign power throughout the entry, 
most of the effort was paid to complimenting and honoring Philip’s noble lineage and 
attributes. No wonder he felt as though he was welcomed with such joy and love – the 
official line had been toed very well and he had been received well. Even though there 
had been difficulties for some of his Spanish entourage and the flood of strangers who 
had followed him to settle and work in London, Philp himself never seemed to encounter 
the vitriol that his fellow Spaniards did. In some ways, Philip’s entry was very much like 
his father’s before him, but it, too, borrowed from some of his mother-in-law’s as well. 
Philip, as a male consort, must have confused the planners of the entry as they were 
accustomed to, or could look back on previous entries, for those who were a visiting male 
dignitary or an incoming female consort. Philip’s entry, then, was unprecedented. It is not 
as if there were easily accessible records describing a joint entry of Isabel and Fernando 
into Grenada or some other city to draw from when crafting an experience fit for a native 
and a foreign sovereign conducting a joint entry. Generally, though, it seems as the 
planners were quite successful in their work, and even Foxe could not fault the beautiful 
Latin verses (even though he was certainly not a fan Philip and Mary’s efforts to restore 
papal supremacy).196 While there had never been an entry quite like Philip’s before, the 
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planners found a way to both appeal to his masculine virility and vigor while giving 
precedence of place and sovereign power to Mary. 
Anna of Denmark – Queen of Scots & Queen Consort of England, Scotland, and 
Ireland 
 Anna’s experiences with consort-making rituals were the most extensive out of all 
of the foreign-born consorts whom I treat in this dissertation. As I mentioned earlier, 
Anna had not one but two triumphal entries and two coronations. She was the only one of 
the figures in this dissertation to enjoy a solo coronation and a solo triumphal entry as 
queen, which occurred just after she had arrived in Scotland in spring of 1590. In 
England, in an effort to save costs, James and Anna shared a coronation on St. James’ 
day, 25 July 1603. Perhaps this was also a means of establishing Anna and James as 
equal inheritors of Elizabeth’s legacy – after all, she had acted as both king and queen, so 
it was only natural for a king and queen to step into her shoes. The usual triumphal entry 
that accompanies a coronation was postponed due to plague until the following spring, 
when it was celebrated to great effect on 15 March 1604, this time with the new Prince of 
Wales, Henry Frederick, attending alongside his parents. 
 Anna was technically the new queen of Scots after her proxy marriage on 20 
August 1589, and she had begun signing her name as “Anna, Konignin zu Schotlandt” 
immediately thereafter. The flotilla was prepared and it embarked upon 5 September, 
with Anna’s impressive bridal trousseau in tow.197 The trip was ill-fated from the 
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beginning, which led to speculations of sabotage after Anna arrived safely in Scotland. 
Along the way from Copenhagen to Elsinore to Edinburgh, two sailors died from 
misfired naval artillery, a failed gun salute to Scottish ships led to an explosion that killed 
another sailor and injured nine others, two ships collided while at sea which caused the 
deaths of two more sailors, the flagship took on water, and eventually the Scottish 
ambassador suggested that for her safety Anna take to land and travel part of the way 
north along the Norwegian coastline.198 It is no wonder with all the misfortune that befell 
that journey that people were looking for someone to blame (presumably to divert blame 
from themselves), which, among other reasons, led to witchcraft trials on both sides of 
the North Sea.199  
 After Anna made landfall in Norway, she ended up traveling to Oslo, where 
James, in a grand romantic gesture, met her and they had a small marriage ceremony in 
person on 23 November. After “he accomplisst his marriage in persone,” James “culd not 
be persuadit to retourn in Scotland that winter, be raisoun of the raging sees and storme 
that he had susteanit a litle of before.”200 Due to James’ understandable lack of 
enthusiasm for a possibly much more difficult return trip to Scotland, he made the 
decision to spend the winter with his new in-laws. This allowed for an unusual 
opportunity for the sovereign to spend a significant amount of time with his wife’s 
family. Partly because of this connection James was able to make with her family, 
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Scottish- and later Anglo-Danish relations were strong and Christian IV (Anna’s younger 
brother) visited her in England, greatly impressing Henry Frederick.  
 In spring of 1590, James and Anna finally made it back to Scotland, where the 
government had been run by the council appointed by James in his absence.201 The king 
and new queen arrived at the port of Leith to great celebration, shown by the cannons 
firing from both the Danish and Scottish ships and the “Scottish nobility, who were 
gathered at that time and place together with the common people, received his majesty 
and her grace with the most humble congratulations, delight and joy.”202 The way for 
Anna from the boat all the way until her resting place for the night was covered in 
tapestries and cloth so that her feet would never touch the dirty ground (or floor, for that 
matter).203 There was even a letter waiting for her from Queen Elizabeth I of England, 
kindly written in French (as Anna had been learning it once she was aware of her 
impending marriage to James), which promised her “it will afford me singular pleasure to 
gratify you in whatever manner I may know to be agreeable to you, and I desire nothing 
more than to hear the happy news of the return of both of you into Scotland, in order to 
be able to hear news of you more often.”204 A few days later, Anna made her way into 
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Edinburgh, wearing a white gown and in her Danish carriage, invoking purity. The 
townspeople turned out to see both her and the king, waving banners in celebration.  
 On 17 May, Anna made her way to the church of the Holy Cross in Holyrood for 
her coronation. Originally, her coronation and triumphal entry into Edinburgh were 
meant to happen on the same day, but according to Robert Bowes, sometime English 
ambassador to Scotland, the Kirk had some issues with the timing of the colorful 
celebration and the location of the coronation, as “The coronacion and th'entrie of the 
Queen were appointed to have been solempnized tomorrow in St. Giles churche in 
Edenbrughe. But bicause some of the ministers thought that the pagions and devises for 
th'entrie should partlie prophane the Saboth daie, therefore they perswaded that it might 
rather be on some other daie in the weke.”205 So James reluctantly moved the day of the 
entry from Sunday to Tuesday. 
 Much like Katherine in her coronation in 1509, Anna did not have much of a 
chance to make her mark on the ceremony. The first coronation of a queen in 
Presbyterian Scotland, James and the Kirk came to loggerheads again when it came to the 
issue of the queen’s anointing. Robert Bruce, the Moderator of the General Assembly of 
the Church of Scotland, was intended to preside over the crowning of the new queen, but 
he initially refused to anoint her as he perceived the tradition as papist. When James 
threatened to delay the coronation until a bishop could arrive and perform the anointing 
instead, Bruce acquiesced but made it clear that he did not approve of the practice.206 The 
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form of the Scottish coronation is similar to that of the English, especially with the 
inclusion of the anointing with holy oil, and Anna’s was not dissimilar to others 
performed by and for other queen consorts.  
 James entered Holyrood first, attended by trumpeters and his guard to push back 
the huddled masses hoping to catch a glimpse of their new queen.207 After his entourage 
made their way into the abbey’s church, Anna and her entourage took center stage. She, 
too, was preceded by trumpeters and accompanied by important ambassadors and their 
wives. Her crown was carried in by Lord John Thirlestane, chancellor of Scotland, and on 
her right was Robert Bowes, and her left the Danish admiral who led her flotilla, Peder 
Munk, and the Danish ambassadors.208 Most likely, she wore another gown of white with 
her blonde hair down about her shoulders, but the records do not manage to detail her 
appearance as she entered the church.  
 Much like the Catholic ceremony of Katherine of Aragon’s coronation, the 
ceremony began with prayers. Anna’s, though, was a fully-fledged sermon delivered by 
Patrick Galloway, the king’s minister, as well as the singing of Psalms 40 and 48. After 
the psalms and sermon, Bruce, along with some of James’ top officials made their way to 
the king to give a speech which explained that the anointing to follow was done by the 
express order of James, declaring “that quhilk wes directit be his Majestie to be done 
concerning the ceremonies of Coronatione.”209 Then, as much as it must have galled him 
to do so, Bruce prepared to anoint the queen. The countess of Mar, Annabell Murray, 
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pulled back the right shoulder of Anna’s gown to reveal “pairtis of hir breast and arme” 
so that Bruce could pour “a bonye quantitie of oyll” upon her bare skin. Possibly because 
he only performed the ceremony against his better judgment, Bruce only anointed the 
queen on her right breast – her heart.  
 This does not seem to have been unusual in the coronation of Scottish consorts, 
but the records of the coronations of the consorts in the previous century are not as 
detailed as those which record Anna’s ceremony. The circumstances of Anna’s 
coronation differed from those of the previous two queen consorts to marry into the 
Scottish royal family, Margaret Tudor in 1503 and Marie de Guise in 1539. Margaret’s 
in-person marriage ceremony and coronation flowed seamlessly from one ceremony into 
the other and were held with great festivities, banquets, and tournaments.210 The 
coronation of Marie de Guise, whose husband was James V, only took place after she had 
become visibly pregnant in 1540. Indeed, her son James was born only a few months 
after her 22 February coronation. Anna, though, was neither visibly pregnant nor had her 
coronation incorporated into her marriage ceremony.  
 The anointing of a consort’s heart seems to have been the bare minimum of bodily 
locations upon which to place the holy oil. Katherine was anointed in two places on her 
body, her forehead and her breast, and kings seem to have been anointed in many places 
on theirs. As I noted earlier though, even that was controversial to the Presbyterian Kirk 
that felt such pomp smacked of popery. After her half-hearted anointing by Bruce, Anna 
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left to a “secret part” to change into “queenly clothes and royal robes.”211 These robes 
were purple velvet, like the ones that James had worn to the ceremony, and were lined 
with expensive white Spanish taffeta and decorated with goldwork and gold braid, and 
edged in furs and ribbons from Florence.212 Anna then returned, resplendent in her new 
robes and looked every inch the queen of Scots, except for the top of her head.  
Her crowning came next, after she returned to the public eye from the privacy of 
her tent. James initially gave the crown to Bruce who then placed it upon her head. The 
crown may have been the consort’s crown crafted for Marie de Guise. I posit this because 
a bonnet of velvet and silk added to the inside to effectively make it smaller. When Marie 
de Guise was being courted by both James V and Henry VIII, Henry made it known that 
he was looking for a wife who was a “big woman” and that she fit the bill. Marie is said 
to have responded that she was indeed “big in person, but my neck is small.”213 
Presumably, as a mature woman in her twenties, her head was larger than the teenager 
Anna’s and so it makes sense that alterations would need to be made to use the consort’s 
crown in her coronation. The Danish account notes that while it was Bruce who crowned 
the new queen, he was standing below “the duke of Lennox, Lord Hamilton and the 
chancellor.”214 This is interesting staging as even though it was Bruce’s hands which 
placed the crown upon her head – representing the power of the church in crowning a 
consort – the fact that the crown came from James could have been intended to 
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demonstrate that even though the church, or God, was the conduit through which the 
royal power flowed. Royal power came from James first. James was God’s chosen, not 
Robert Bruce, and it was from him that ultimately Anna’s power came. This was also a 
power move by James to show Bruce that the secular powers of Scotland, such as the 
duke of Lennox, Ludovic Stewart, son of James’ favorite Esme Stewart; John Hamilton, 
the lord Hamilton; and John Maitland, the Scottish Chancellor were all above Bruce 
physically during this important moment. So while the church had a hand to play, it was 
only at the behest of the king and was quite literally below the temporal powers of the 
government and nobility.  
After her crowning, she was invested with at least a scepter. Luckily, the Honours 
of Scotland managed to survive the Protectorate intact, and the sceptre used in the 
coronations of Mary queen of Scots and James VI is on display in Edinburgh Castle. 
While the documentary evidence only states that the Honours were specifically used in 
the coronation of the sovereigns of Scotland, it is possible that Anna also was invested 
with the sceptre as there were no entries for the creation of a new sceptre in the “Expensis 
Debursit Be His Majesties Preceptis and Speciall Command.”  There are entries which 
deal with Anna’s robes and the decorations thereof, a silk bonnet to wear in the crown, 
sumptuous coverings for chairs, for the repairs of Dunfermline Castle, trumpeters, belts, a 
painter “for his majestie and his darrest bedfellowis airmes, drawin with wile cullouris 
and gold, upon the four baneris,” but nothing about a sceptre. So it stands to reason that 
she used one that had been already made, probably one that was already included in the 
Honours, as it would have been unlikely that she would have brought one from Denmark 
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in her trousseau (even though she did bring an extravagant carriage). So naturally there 
are two options, either it was the sceptre used for sovereigns or it was another.  
The sceptre in the Honours, used to invest the sovereign, was originally a gift 
from Pope Alexander VI, given to James IV because of the relationship that Scotland had 
as a “special daughter” of the Holy See.215 It was made of silver gilt and topped with a 
polished stone, and upon it were images of the Virgin Mary, Saint James the Great, and 
Saint Andrew.216 While the English consort’s sceptre was topped with a dove to signify 
the role of the consort as a peaceweaver, by using the sovereign’s sceptre in her 
coronation, Anna was imbued with “the sign of kingly power, the symbol of the 
kingdom, the rod of virtue,” but that authority was tempered by the fact that it had come 
from James’ hands to Bruce’s hands and then hers.217  
Of course, using the sovereign’s sceptre was but one of the options. The other, 
which was still passed from James to Bruce and then invested in Anna, was another 
possible hand-me-down from Marie de Guise. Listed in the Collection of Inventories and 
Other Records of the Royal Wardrobe and Jewelhouse from 1542 are some of the items 
procured for Marie’s coronation.218 Among these items is an entry for “Item the quenis 
graices crown sett haill with the pearle and precius stanis with ane ceptour with ane quhyt 
hand.”219 Not only does this give us a bit of additional description of the crown that Anna 
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most likely was crowned with, it also gives us another possibility for her sceptre. Perhaps 
owing to Marie’s French heritage as well as a nod to Scotland’s Auld Alliance, using this 
type of sceptre which was topped with a white hand, would have been a direct reference 
to the French Crown Jewels. The main de Justice, or hand of Justice, topped one of the 
sceptres used to invest the French kings from the medieval period all the way through 
Napoleon’s reign (and can be seen in one of his coronation portraits). The hand atop the 
sceptre mimics a blessing gesture and so has added religious significance. By investing 
Anna with this type of sceptre, used before by a consort queen of Scots, the act would 
have symbolized Anna’s duty to assist James in maintaining justice and mercy 
throughout the realm (especially with the item having been passed from the king to 
churchman to queen).    
 After investing Anna with crown and sceptre, Bruce gave another short oration. 
Instead of offering his protestations of the ceremony, he swore fealty to Anna, on behalf 
of “all the estates” that through the crown and sceptre he had delivered to her that they 
acknowledge her majesty as their “most gracious lady and queen of Scotland.” He 
continued, “We also pledge our most humble and dutiful obedience in all that concerns 
the honour of God, the comfort of His church and the welfare of your majesty.”220 While 
not overtly acknowledging her authority over them, by promising obedience in matters 
concerning religion and of her welfare, Bruce, and through him the estates, gave her that 
authority. David Lindsay, Bruce’s right hand man in the parish, then repeated the oration 
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in French, so that Anna could understand it. She said “yes” and then placed her hand on a 
bible to give her oath.  
 In that oath, which she gave in French, Anna swore to uphold the true faith 
against “popish superstition and false teaching,” and that she would “love justice and 
equity” as well as “support peace and tranquility.”221 After taking the oath, Anna moved 
to a higher platform to sit in her purple robe, wearing her crown and holding her sceptre, 
to listen to the two hundred congratulatory stanzas of the Stephaniskion, written and 
performed in Latin by Andrew Melville.222 Then came another oration by Bruce, 
thanking God for a king such as James who was committed to His word, as well as 
thanking God for giving James a “majestic and virtuous queen, gifted with the knowledge 
of God to the comfort of all Christians.”223  
 Then, most unusually, came an oath from “the duke of Lennox, Lord Hamilton, 
Robert Bruce, David Lindsay, the worthy provosts of the towns of Edinburgh and 
Dundee, Colonel David Seton of Parbroth and John Cockburn of Ormiston,” who “turned 
to the queen, kneeled and with raised hands gave their oath on behalf of the common 
Scottish people.”224 According to Lucinda H. S. Dean, these types of oaths, if they were 
sworn to consorts, which was a rare occurrence, were done at their first Parliamentary 
session, not at their coronation.225 This oath, of which there is an approximation of the 
text given in the Danish account of Anna’s Scottish celebrations, emphasizes Anna’s 
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worthiness and virtue. They swore to “be loyal, faithful and obedient” to her because she 
was “our most gracious queen and the true and dear wife of our most gracious lord and 
king.”226 While still emphasizing that her power, as consort, came from James’ as king, 
she was still configured as an authority figure in the oath. This oath, decidedly 
administered after her anointing and investiture, was given to her as consort, not simply 
as spouse of the sovereign. Otherwise, there would have been no need to wait until her 
coronation for it – many of the same people, or at least people who represented each of 
the estates, were present at her formal reception and landing at Leith.  
 Once this oath was finished, Anna’s seven-hour coronation ceremony 
wasconcluded.227  She, having changed into her purple and furred robes and having been 
crowned and besceptred, left with her entourage in tow. Originally, her triumphal entry 
into Edinburgh was to have followed the coronation but due to the aforementioned 
pressures from the Kirk, James delayed it for two days (also presumably to give the 
workers more time to craft their pageants as they had been working down to the last 
possible minute and through the night by candlelight).  
 Much like the coronation, Anna’s Edinburgh entry must have been a splendid 
sight to those in attendance. Anna began the day at Holyrood and started her entry in the 
early afternoon.228 She was accompanied by an equal number of Danish and Scottish 
noblemen and ministers who rode before her, with members of her household riding or 
walking along behind. She was once again taken about in her sumptuous Danish coach, 
drawn by white horses, with a brown velvet canopy held above it. Cannons were fired 
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from Edinburgh castle and Bruce again showed up to perform a blessing on the new 
queen.   
 Before those in her entourage came an important group of support staff who quite 
literally cleared the path for Anna’s entry throughout the city of Edinburgh. A group of 
men, carrying white staves and wearing masks of “lead, iron and copper which were 
made so cleverly that it was not easy to tell that they were made of these materials, so 
natural were they.”229 They were in boatsmen’s smocks, some had black silk sleeves and 
gloves and all wore gold chains about their necks and some gold rings on their fingers or 
in their noses or ears.230 Surprisingly for the Danish nobleman who wrote up the details 
of the day’s events, most of these men, who used their staves to push back the throng of 
folks who had made their way to watch Anna’s progress through the city, were wearing 
dark makeup on any parts of their skin visible outside of their clothing. These dressed-up 
“blackamoors” as the writer called them, also were part of the show, bringing some 
exotic movements to their progress throughout Edinburgh as “they had been assigned a 
particular and special gait in imitation of various sorts of people.”231 Perhaps meant to 
demonstrate to Anna, and to the Danish entourage especially, Scotland’s important and 
power in the wider world, these men “lumbered or staggered forward” and were enough 
to push the sheer amount of people present back into order without a threat of violence. 
The leader of these men was the most surprising individual to the Danish author – “an 
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absolutely real and native blackamoor” who carried a naked sword at the front of the 
party.232 
Anna’s first stop was at West Port gate, from which a large globe was hung. From 
this globe emerged a small boy who was dressed as a scholar. He made an oration as the 
town’s ‘angel,’ giving Anna a Bible and beseeching her to remember God’s word “above 
all things.” This was standard at an entry, especially a Protestant one, although the 
mechanical aspects of the lowering and opening of the globe were remarkable at the time. 
The boy then gave Anna keys to the city “so that you may keep guard of us. You shall 
have the power to do to us whatever law and justice suggests to you and to bring justice 
to all men.”233 After this, he gave her a piece of jewelry (that had originally been pawned 
by James to the city, which the City then gave freely to Anna) and after Anna gave a 
return gift, the boy was wound back up into his globe and raised so that Anna could 
continue on her Entry. 
Perhaps as suggested by the fact that the leader of Anna’s entourage carried a 
sword ahead of her, this oration by the scholar-boy explicitly recognized Anna’s 
authority and power as a queen of Scots in the administering of law and justice. These 
prerogatives, understood generally to be masculine, are then unusual in the purview of a 
feminine consort. Perhaps this has to do more with the rights of a Scottish consort versus 
an English consort, but Philip, too, had in his wedding ceremony been led out of the 
cathedral by a man carrying a sword of Justice. Generally, Scottish consorts readily 
assumed regent responsibilities in the reign of the seemingly perpetually infant monarchs 
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of the sixteenth century, and so it may have been an acknowledgement of the possibility 
of that power and duty in Anna’s future or it could have been meant to acknowledge that 
as a Queen of Scots, Anna did indeed, at least technically, have the authority over law 
and justice, just as James did.  
Much like in Katherine’s entry, the next tableau reminded Anna of the importance 
of producing royal heirs. While Katherine’s reminder was as the incoming Princess of 
Wales and long before her tenure as consort began in 1509, those presenting the tableau 
to her could not have known the future that lay before them, so it was probably seen as a 
timely message, just as the boy dressed up as an astronomer (perhaps recalling the famed 
Danish astronomer, Tycho Brahe), related to Anna during her Entry, “I will say without 
lying – believe me in this and it will prove true – that you will bear royal children with 
honour, and also become a woman of intelligence whose virtues will shine inwardly and 
outwardly.”234 This is the only mention of the production of royal heirs in the whole of 
the Entry, but certainly only the first of the reminders of Anna to cultivate her virtue. This 
could indicate that while the Scots, or at least the author of the second tableau, felt that 
children were important to the succession, that having a virtuous queen of whom they 
could be proud was of more importance. Anna was still very young, fifteen years old, and 
with the future ahead of her neither Anna nor Scotland would know into what kind of 
queen Anna would mature. Reminding her of the virtue necessary in a consort was a way 
to show what was expected of her in her role as consort. While she would need to be a 
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good wife to James, it was also necessary that she be able to lead in matters of justice and 
to temper her behavior with virtue.  
This particular tableau must have been a crowd favorite as after the young boy’s 
oration sugar and sweets were thrown from windows. After the candy was thrown, Anna 
moved on to the Butter Tron, which had a purpose-built stage upon which were nine 
“worthy daughters of the citizenry,” and they personated the nine muses of mythology.235 
Another young person took charge of the tableau and spoke for the ladies, who had 
dressed up, curtsied to the queen, and carried “beautiful guilded books.”236  The boy 
entreated the new queen to not dismiss Scottish culture and the intelligence of Scotland’s 
people, “even if our clothes make is appear so, especially as “our gracious king is a most 
learned man with regard to books” and that “his wisdom encompasses both spiritual and 
temporal matters.”237 It was likely that to Anna, having been raised in the wealthy and 
continental court in Denmark, Scotland would seem backwards to her, so this was 
possibly a way to head off any concerns that she may have had.  
After the nine worthy ladies of Scotland had finished their mummery, Anna 
moved on to just outside St Giles Cathedral where she was treated to Virtue and her four 
daughters, Prudence, Justice, Fortitude, and Temperance. In this series of speeches, in 
which each of the four figures exhorted Anna to remember them and what they stood for 
over her tenure as consort, not a one mentioned Anna’s potential motherhood. Instead, 
they beseeched Anna to cultivate her prowess in acting as a messenger for God’s holy 
word and to act with each of them in mind so her legacy would be glorious “even when 
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your hair has turned quite grey; even when you are laid to sleep in the grave, every man 
will praise your name.”238 After each of the daughters had their turn in reminding Anna 
of how they could help her to become a great, beautiful, and worthy queen of Scotland, 
the young woman retired into St. Giles for a sermon from Bruce on the 107th psalm.  
After Bruce’s sermon, Anna met up with James and they were entertained with a 
living genealogical table which showed off her ancestry along with the arms of Scottish 
queens. This, too, must have been a crowd favorite as the actor who was explaining the 
tree gave out glasses of wine in front of a fountain which was overflowing with wine, 
free for the taking. After a short oration, in which Bacchus and Ceres made an 
appearance, the performer then started to throw sweets and apples out to the crowds. 
Then came another living family tree which explored Anna and James’ close blood ties, 
through Christian I of Denmark and his daughter, Margaret of Denmark, who had 
married James III of Scotland.239  
The final tableau of the day was at East Port and featured the queen of Sheba in 
conversation with King Solomon. In it, the queen praises Solomon (perhaps a reference 
to James as Scotland’s Solomon) for his wisdom and states that she seeks to learn from 
him. In payment for her newly received wisdom, the queen promises to speak well of 
Solomon far and wide. This too, was probably a coded suggestion for Anna to take on the 
role of supplicant, to learn at the feet of the wise King James. If it was too subtle to pick 
up the important theme, a helpful boy interpreted the playlet for Anna’s benefit and 
explained that, “…you shall be the king’s heart and enjoy all royal honour with him,” and 
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that they hoped she would “remain gracious to us. Note well that it is a sign that we love 
you with good cause.”240  
While these tableaux were clearly crafted with Anna in mind, they still drew from 
the usual iconography of late medieval and early modern triumphal entries, especially 
with the inclusion of not one but two lineage charts. This entry, while it emphasized the 
necessary flattery towards the subject, Anna, for the benefit of establishing a relationship 
on the right foot (and also to impress her fellow countrymen and women who 
accompanied her), this entry seemed preoccupied with the need to demonstrate to Anna 
and the Danish that Scotland was an important ally and not some rural dump of a 
kingdom. This insecurity never came across in either of the two previous entries that I 
have examined thus far – but it was a different time and under different circumstances. 
While the official circumstances were the same, an incoming royal spouse to marry into 
the dynasty, the Scottish Stewarts had been occupying the throne in Scotland since 1371 
and the reign of Robert II, and so had been well established. The Stewarts had 
experienced quite a number of spots of bad luck in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries 
with children continually succeeding to the throne from James I onwards. The Tudors, 
while less established on the throne at the time of Katherine’s arrival, having only taken it 
by force in 1485, covered that insecurity with bravado and the majesty of wealth. Anna’s 
entry was as magnificent as James and the citizenry of Edinburgh could muster – and 
they did well. The Danish account is littered with references to the magnanimity of the 
Scots in their gift giving practices during the Entry, the sumptuous fabrics which 
seemingly covered everything, and the most important, how Anna was joyously received. 
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In this aspect, the Scots managed to pull off their Entry of welcome for their new queen 
just as well as Henry VII’s London did for Katherine and Mary’s London did for Philip. 
Each of these new spouses or spouses-to-be came away from their Entry having been 
educated, entertained, and heartily welcomed.  
Unlike both Katherine and Philip, or Henriette Marie to come, Anna’s 
experiences with the rituals of queenship and consort were acted a second time after her 
husband acceded to the throne of England after Elizabeth Tudor’s death in 1603. The 
coronation ritual and triumphal entry throughout London preceding it were similar to the 
coronation and Entry in Edinburgh in spirit and largely performed the same societal, 
cultural, or religious functions. However, James, upon creating a personal union of both 
crowns, had worried about potential bigamy of monarchs (by being ‘married to the land’ 
of more than one kingdom), marrying another land with different rules and rituals, and so 
sought to bring together aspects of his rule in Scotland with his rule in England – and that 
began with his proper English coronation on 25 July 1603.241  
While Anna had not accompanied James on that initial journey from Scotland that 
immediately followed Elizabeth’s death, she was called for shortly thereafter so that she 
could enjoy a joint coronation with James in London. Ultimately, the reasons for this are 
fourfold, firstly that with plague haranguing the city James had been giving permission 
for nobles to stay at home and not in attendance upon him, and so recalling so many for 
two ceremonies would have been dangerous to the ruling class.242 Secondly, James 
needed time to revamp the English coronation ceremony. While Elizabeth I had been 
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crowned in a Protestant ceremony, much of the liturgy within that ceremony was in Latin, 
and James wanted a translated ceremony in English. This translation as well as the 
retooling of the ceremony and deciding who would perform which role in both 
coronations – the king’s and the queen’s, and then subsequently who would be able to 
claim what perks on coronation day. While James most likely set to work on his 
coronation script fairly quickly after deciding on a joint coronation, the claims 
commission was not appointed until 7 July and then the claims commission met on 21 
July.243 The third and fourth reasons to delay the coronation were related to Anna’s 
arrival in England. The third was that Anna could not reasonably enter England until 
Elizabeth had had her funeral, as Anna would need the kingdom’s great ladies to 
accompany her to London and they could not leave until after their former mistress had 
been interred. The fourth was probably one of the most pressing for James – finances. By 
incorporating Anna’s coronation into his own, the costs of the single ceremony, as 
opposed to two separate events, cost a full third less that they would otherwise. “If both 
of them were to be crowned,” wrote Robert Cecil in a memorandum from the Privy 
Council to the king, “it will save his Majesty a third part of the charge, besides the charge 
of the realm.”244 
Once it had been decided to delay the coronation until July, the decision of what 
to do about the traditional entry that normally came before the coronation, as I have 
analyzed in relation to Katherine of Aragon’s 1509 coronation. Because of the plague, 
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this was postponed further, until spring of the next year in March of 1603/4. This allowed 
for several of London’s leading authors, such as Ben Jonson and Thomas Dekker, to 
carefully craft their entry tableaux for not only the king and queen, but the Prince of 
Wales, Henry Frederick, who joined his parents for this triumphal entry of London.  
The coronation, though, was absolutely necessary to lay claim to James’ kingship 
in England. There had been an alleged conspiracy brewing to replace James on the throne 
with his English-born royal cousin, Arabella Stuart. The Main Plot, as it came to be 
known, was mostly instigated by Henry Brooke, Lord Cobham, who was apparently 
planning to murder both James and Cecil and then marry Arabella to Thomas Grey and 
place her on the throne as Elizabeth’s rightful successor, as she had been born in 
England.245 Arabella, as soon as she found out about the plot, immediately notified 
James. One of Cobham’s defenses was that his actions could not have been treason as the 
king had not been yet crowned and thus, was not technically the king.246 So a reasonably 
quick and cheap coronation was of a necessity.  
While some could have argued that the coronation was a disaster, on account of 
rainstorms, plague, Anna’s refusal to take the Anglican sacrament, and James’ brutish 
manners, others have reappraised the success of the ceremony in a more sympathetic 
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light.247 Sybil M. Jack argues that James took the ceremony very seriously and put much 
care into the translation of the oath from Latin to English and to make sure the event 
maintained its majesty, mystery, and power even through the aforementioned 
difficulties.248 This type of royal event was a rarity as James’ and Anna’s coronation was 
the first joint coronation in England since that of Henry and Katherine’s in 1509. Even 
though Katherine was not able to make her mark on the ceremony itself (and perhaps she 
did not want to), Anna intentionally went off-script, in quietly and steadfastly refusing to 
take the sacrament. Clare McManus aptly demonstrated that Anna had actively 
endeavored to create her own image as queen consort and McManus pinpoints the new 
English queen’s “first definite gesture of active self-representation of her English career” 
at the London coronation.249 
The coronation itself was as small an affair as a coronation could be, with the 
King issuing proclamations to compel the denizens of London to stay away from the 
festivities as it could be hazardous to their health and lives with the plague ravaging the 
city. James and Anna took a water route along the Thames directly to Westminster 
Abbey, where an armed guard of at least 100 men were enlisted to keep nonessential 
personnel away from the ceremony.250 Once they landed, accompanied “by the Council 
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and by both Courts,” according to Giovanni Scaramelli, the Venetian Secretary, James’ 
entourage followed that of the Lord Mayor of London’s, the Knights of the Bath, and the 
male nobility.251  Anna’s followed James’, and it seems to have followed much of the 
Little Device used in Richard III and Anne Neville’s and Henry VIII and Katherine of 
Aragon’s coronations. Anna walked in under a canopy, dressed in a robe of either 
crimson or purple velvet which was lined with ermine.252 It was a simple robe – no other 
ornamentation. She walked in with her blonde hair down about her back with a simple 
gold coronet holding it away from her face, and according to Carleton Williams’ 
biography, instantly won the love of the women of London, much like Katherine of 
Aragon did before her, as “She so mildly saluted her new subjects that the women 
weeping cried out with one voice, ‘God bless the royal Queen. Welcome to England. 
Long to live and continue.’”253  
“Mild” was not typically an adjective used to describe Anna, especially when the 
one takes into account her head-long foray into fractious Scottish politics and how she, in 
a few short months after her English coronation, had some of the late Elizabeth’s gowns 
refashioned into masquing costumes, or even what she did in the coming hours after she 
had been so celebrated for that mild nature. After entering Westminster Abbey, Anna and 
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James made their way to their thrones, which were of a similar make and on the same 
level.254 This differs from where Katherine’s throne was placed in her coronation – on a 
lower level than Henry’s to emphasize her lower status as consort rather than regnant. 
Anna and James, though, seem to have had the same thrones on the same platform, 
which, much like a dual coronation, emphasizes a veneer of joint sovereignty held 
between the king and queen. The translated Liber Regalis calls for Anna, after they enter 
the Abbey, to hear a sermon “which the Kinge heareth in his chaire of State, and the 
Queene in hers on either side of th’altar beneath.”255 After the king was presented to the 
admittedly small group of people in the Abbey and there had been sufficient prayers said 
by the Archbishop of Canterbury, James and Anna “descend[ed] from theire Thrones, and 
going to the altar, theare offer the King a pall and a pound of goulde; the Queene likewise 
offereth.”256 Again, with James and Anna’s joint offerings of a similar monetary value, 
this again allows for an illusion of joint sovereignty and perhaps even equality between 
Anna and James. This shifts after the Bishop of Winchester, Thomas Bilson’s, sermon, 
where the Divine Right of James to rule England is made very clear by the biblical 
passages chosen and their interpretation within the sermon itself.257 
In the sermon, while there are many references to the King as Christ’s 
representative on Earth to watch over and guide the English people, “as the husband ouer 
his wife, the father ouer his children, the master ouer his Servants” there are some direct 
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references to the coronation ceremony and to Anna contained within.258 In Bilson’s 
estimation, “the inward annoynting,” which was to take place just after the sermon and 
the King’s oath, “is the diffusing of heauenly wisdom & courage in the hearts of princes, 
God testified by externall inunction, when he first appointed a king in Israel.”259  While 
Bilson was probably just talking about James and his anointing, Anna, too, was anointed, 
just as she was in her first coronation. This anointing, which fully consecrates an 
individual to “His seruice” are entirely protected from “the violence & iniurie of all mens 
hands, mouths, and hearts.”260 By Bilson’s estimation, God is particularly protective of 
his anointed, and that they ought to be considered sacred. This idea would certainly have 
resonated well with James. Later in the sermon, Bilson remarked that “Kings shall be thy 
nurcing fathers, and Queenes thy nurcing mothers.”261 This comes from Isaiah 49:23, 
which in early English translations had been translated to “nurse” instead of nursing-
fathers, as was printed in the slightly later King James Bible in 1611.262 This linguistic 
mirroring does emphasize, again, the perception of equality between Anna and James, as 
both were called upon to nurse their new countrymen and women. 
After James’ anointing and investiture with regalia, it was Anna’s turn. The 
coronation prayers and ceremony was much the same as that of Henry VIII and 
Katherine’s, just in English. The first prayer for Anna, the Omnipotens Sempiterne, was 
said as she was entering the Abbey,  just as it was for Katherine. Omnipotens Sempiterne, 
extols the virtue of the weak – woman. In their weakness, women “are stronge, which 
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diddest sometimes cause thy people to triumph over a most cruell enemy.”263 The prayer 
invokes the same Biblical women as did Katherine’s, Judith, Sara, Rebecca, and Rachel. 
This prayer was the only one in Anna’s ceremony which invokes her duty as James’ wife 
– that as mother to his heirs. Just like in Katherine’s coronation, this too was said at the 
door to the church, before her English consecration. I would argue, again, that this 
signifies that the coronation ordo used aptly demonstrates that Anna’s duties as a wife 
differ from her duties as a consort. During her anointing and investiture, which was 
interspersed with more prayers, not a one of them invoked her motherhood or fertility, 
only the first which was said “att the entraunce of the west dore of Westminster 
Churche.”264  
Chastity and purity were invoked in the next prayer, said just before her 
anointing, “…Advance this thy servaunt Anne to the most high and roiall Company of 
our Kinge, that shee continewing allwaies in the chastity of Princely Wedlock, she maye 
obteyne the Crone that is next vnto virginitie…”265 Again, while it beseeches her to 
continue in her chaste marriage to James, there is not an express call for Anna to 
‘increase’ or to provide heirs. This may have been because, unlike Katherine and Henry, 
Anna and James had been wed for the previous decade and already had several surviving 
children together. Anna’s secondary virginity, or at least a representation of it, was in her 
wearing her hair down to her coronation, just as she would have done as a maid.  
After making her way to the altar, which the Venetian secretary remarked was not 
exactly what he would have expected at a coronation. “Both [Anna and James] faced the 
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altar,” as Scaramelli wrote back to the Doge, “if altar it can be called, being nothing but a 
common movable table.”266 After a prayer was said, “the chiefest Lady” took off Anna’s 
simple gold coronet, and opened her gown to prepare for anointing. Anna was anointed 
by the Archbishop of Canterbury in two places upon her body, her forehead and her 
breast (heart). It seems as though the Archbishop approached this coronation with more 
solemnity than did Bruce in Edinburgh as there was no ‘bonny quantity’ of oil spilled 
over her shoulder in London. Thoroughly consecrated, Anna’s gown was closed and she 
was given a linen bonnet for her head. The Archbishop then crowned her and invested her 
with a ring, a scepter in her right hand and a rod in her left.  
This regalia matches with what Katherine had been given and may have even 
been the same physical pieces that were used in Katherine’s coronation. Descriptions of 
the regalia as “th’yvorie rod with the dove,” and the “Queenes Scepter and Crowne” were 
to be carried in by three magnates into the Abbey.267 The intended symbolism, of the 
queen’s rod being of white ivory and topped with a dove, again recall a consort’s 
traditional role as a peaceweaver, but investing a consort with a sceptre and crown does 
visually grant that consort similar authority to a sovereign, albeit less as the consort’s 
regalia tended to be smaller and less grand than that of the sovereign. 
It is at this point that we must pay ever more attention to the eye-witness accounts 
that survive, rather than the ordo or script for the day – because Anna went off script in a 
key moment during the ceremony. After her investiture, the Coronation Order calls for 
both James and Anna to kneel before the High Altar to receive the Sacrament. Anna did 
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not join her husband, isntead, she stayed sitting on her throne where she had received her 
regalia. Not moving and saying nothing, Anna resisted tradition and social pressure to 
conform to English rites. It appears that James was aware that Anna planned to perform 
this act of resistance prior to the coronation. Scaramelli reported to the Doge that: 
The King earnestly besought the Queen to take the Sacrament along with 
him, after the Protestant rite, on his Coronation Day, and that same morning 
the Archbishops also endeavoured to persuade her. They urged that if she 
did not, she would be living without any religion at all, for no other would 
be permitted in this kingdom. 'Her Majesty, after very quietly saying “No” 
once or twice, declined to make any further answer.268 
This was reported on August 13, a few weeks after the fact, and Scaramelli may not have 
been physically present at this intimate moment between the royal couple. The fact that 
he told the anecdote as such could indicate that he was “depicting a heroic female 
resistance extremely attractive to his Catholic sponsors.”269 His account of the day 
matches up well with the later relation:  
The Archbishop then proceeded to crown the Queen, and placed the sceptre 
and staff in her hands, and then without further functions they conducted 
her to the throne. Up to this time she had been seated near the altar, without 
taking any part in the ceremony. Then the King approached the altar, and 
from the hands of the Archbishop he received the Lord’s supper in bread 
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and wine out of the chalice, which had been borne before him. The Queen 
did not receive the Sacrament, nor did she move from her throne.270 
By not taking part in the Anglican Sacrament, Anna was making a statement. Most likely, 
her resistance is because by this time Anna had converted to Catholicism. Regardless, 
Anna’s refusal to take part in something that made her uncomfortable or that went against 
her beliefs was a personality trait that was well developed in the consort. This trait could 
be seen as far back as her first meeting with James in Norway when he traipsed over to 
her wearing his boots and went to kiss her “after the Scots fashion,” but Anna pulled 
away. Anna’s refusal to take the Anglican Sacrament may have felt scandalous on the 
day, but the fact that she had undergone the rest of the ceremony was more important – 
even without the Sacrament – she had still been consecrated and proclaimed as England’s 
queen.  
 It was as England’s queen that she was celebrated the next spring with the 
triumphal entry throughout London that she enjoyed with James and their eldest son, 
Henry Frederick. Postponed until plague had subsided in the colder temperatures, this 
entry was well put together and two of the most prestigious playwrights of the moment 
had written the majority of entertainments, Thomas Dekker and Ben Jonson. They both 
also wrote up narrative accounts of the day’s events, each writing about their own 
contributions. Out of the seven triumphal arches/tableaux constructed, Johnson wrote the 
first and last (he had been commissioned to work on them after it had already been 
decided to delay) and Thomas Dekker writing the other five and creating the overall 
 
270 CSP: Venice, August 1603. Emphasis mine. 
153 
 
 
theme of the event. Thomas Middleton and Richard Mulcaster were commissioned to 
write speeches as well.271 
 The vast majority of these were for James’ benefit, to congratulate him on his 
ascension to Elizabeth’s throne. The tableaux celebrated his rightful succession and 
expressed hope because he was Elizabeth’s equal in virtue and wisdom, and that the 
kingdom was trading a good mother for a good father. This especially came through in 
the third of the pageants, paid for by Dutchmen. They had been “a Nation banisht…. yet 
nurst and brought up in the tender bosome of a Princely mother, Eliza. The loue which 
we once dedicated to her (as a Mother) doubly do We vowe it to thee, our Soueraigne, 
and Father.”272  It is unknown exactly how much of the Entry that James actually took in 
as Dekker and others comment in their later accounts how the king “should not be 
wearied with tedious speeches,” and that “A great part of those [scripts/speeches] which 
are in this Booke set downe, were left vnspoken: So that thou doest here receiue them as 
they should haue bene deliuered, not as they were.”273 
 Given that Dekker described the speeches in his book as “how they should have 
been delivered,” it is pretty safe to say that parts of them were not performed, so Anna 
and Henry Frederick must have been keeping pace with James, unable to take in the sheer 
amount of work and artistry that such an occasion required. One wonders just how James 
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managed to speed through the pageants as there were dozens of people in procession 
ahead of him. Henry Frederick was just ahead of James in the initial order, and Anna just 
after the king. Whenever Anna was spoken directly to in a pageant (rare in this particular 
entry, a stunning departure from her solo entry), it was at or near the end, so she probably 
did not get to have much of the experience addressed to her. Unlike her first Entry, when 
she had not been married long and had not given birth, the addresses in her London Entry 
had nothing to do with any future children.  
 In Ben Jonson’s first tableaux, the “Pegme at Fen-church,” were the personages of 
which the highest was Monarchia Britannica, who was flanked by various virtues, such as 
Loving Affection, Gladness, and Promptitude (who held a squirrel to designate her 
alacrity), but the speeces of Gratulation were given by Genius and the river, Thamesis. In 
it, the Isle’s virtures are extolled, and how they are brought together in the “greatest 
James (and no lesse good, than great).”274At the end of the first arch, though, was a direct 
address to Anna. 
 In it, “an emphaticall speech & well reinforcing her greatness,” the River Thames, 
after complimenting James turns to Anna and calls her the “Glory of Queenes, and Glory 
of your name.” While she had been queen of Scotland for almost 14 years at that point, 
the attributes that Jonson focused on to compliment Anna were her bloodline connections 
to the obviously more important men in her life. In her part of the address, Jonson was 
basically making a play on the epitaph on Empress Matilda’s tomb in Rouen, the pithy 
“Great by birth, greater by marriage, greatest in her offspring,” but in an even more 
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generic sense. “You Daughter, Sister, Wife of Severall Kings: Besides Alliance, and the 
Stile of Mother,/In which one Title you drowne all your other.”275 So, to Jonson, at least 
for the first of the pegmes, as he called each of his tableaux, he was commissioned to 
devise, Anna’s importance comes firstly from the bloodline into which she was born and 
the connections it commands as her father’s daughter and the current Danish king’s elder 
sister. Secondly, her marriage in bringing those connections to England via Scotland. 
Thirdly, as mother to the heir of the throne. However, Jonson does not conclude there – 
he had one more line to give regarding Anna’s powers, and Londoners’ hopes for her as 
their new queen – that of intercessor. I will examine this a bit more in the next chapter, 
but for now, it is enough to say that Jonson at least, and those who approved of his script, 
expected Anna to take care of London’s interests and protect them as a “still good 
Aduocate to her best Lord.”276 
 The next few pegme, written or devised by Thomas Dekker, were performed by 
various special interest groups based in London. They were arranged for the Italians, 
whose pegme centered around Gracious-Streete and demonstrated the “joy to behold thy 
most happie presence,” upon seeing James.277 They had a speech, given in Latin, which 
when translated compared James to the mythical Atlas and praised him for his wisdom. 
The next pegme was arranged for the Dutchmen, and theirs centered around the Royal 
Exchange in Cornehill. The speech was also in Latin and praised the English empire. 
Unusually, Anna was also mentioned as at least being a part of that empire, “thy Queene 
(who is one part of thy selfe),” was also praised, especially as the mother of the “second 
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hopes of thy people.”278 So Anna’s motherhood was important to the Dutchmen, or at 
least important enough to mention in passing (and considering how quickly James 
breezed through the pageants, it probably was quite literally in passing!). Indeed, 
Elizabeth’s metaphorical motherhood was more important to the Dutchmen, at least in 
their speech. According to their narrative, their “princely mother, Eliza” had sheltered 
them against the injustices of their native land and so they transferred that loyalty and 
love to James, knowing he would do the same.279  The next pegme pronounced James’ 
reign as a new Arabia, a “new spring” after the loss of the beloved Phoenix, Elizabeth.280 
Other pegmes called England a new world or “Cozmoz Neoz” or praised the kingdom as 
a garden of plenty.  
 The last pegme, again devised by Ben Jonson, took a little time to address Anna 
directly. While Dekker had praised Anna, both directly (once which I listed above) and 
indirectly through James, Jonson’s pageants were the only ones of the day to address her 
as a possible patron or source of royal largesse. In the first, Jonson asked for her to 
become an advocate for the city of London. In the last, at the Temple-Barre, Anna was 
praised as the superior of a mythical Anna, “stil’d Perenna.”281 This Anna was possibly a 
goddess from the Etruscan pantheon that had been borrowed by the Romans. She was 
paired with the god Mars, partly because her celebration day was the Ides of March, 
which coincided with the Entry. She signified a new beginning, as her festival 
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corresponded with the first full moon of the new year, which in the seventeenth century 
was in March.  
 In Jonson’s final pegme, Janus, Mars, and Perenna are honored, but only until 
James, Anna, and Henry Frederick arrive. Within this arch was an altar to Janus, at which 
Genius refuses anyone else aside himself to make a sacrifice to Perenna – he gives the 
Heart of the City of London. “Loe, there is hee,/ Who brings with him a greater Anne 
than shee,” the recurrent character of Genius recited, when the royal family arrived at this 
final triumphal arch, which was apparently 57 feet high and 18 feet wide.282 Because of 
their arrival, especially Anna’s, “this hath brought Sweete Peace to fit in that bright state 
she out unbloodied, or untroubled.”283 Anna, then, along with her husband and heir, are 
bringers of peace to London. This was also the first and only instance where the devisers 
played a bit of the triumphal entry name game with Anna, which there was much more of 
in Philip’s entry (the four historical Philips).  
 Aside from Jonson’s, Dekker’s, and Harrison’s printed descriptions of the entry, 
there survive several other printed panegyrics and tracts describing the events of the day. 
One such is the Dugdale to which the Strickland sisters refer in their description of the 
coronation day, when they describe Anna’s behavior as meek and mild. In it, Dugdale, 
who Nichols theorizes was one of the actors in the Entry, wrote an enthusiastic narrative 
of the day, sparing no praise for the new king, queen, or any of the royal family. Much of 
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his description lines up with the previous three printed tracts, but he includes an 
interesting dedicatory poem to James, “our mose dreae and Soveraigne Lorde.”284  
In this poem, Dugdale draws a comparison between James and the late Elizabeth, 
which was to be entirely expected as much of the Entry had as well. However, Anna was 
also praised in this poem: 
Thy Queene and Wife, 
Lord length her life: 
That pierles Ann, 
God loves, and man. 
A King her Father, 
A King her Brother, 
A King her mate,  
A Queene her state. 
Her Sonne a Prince, 
Her children since, 
All Royall Borne, 
Whom Crownes addorne.285 
This was all well and good – pretty standard praise for the new queen. It seems to have 
been a recurring theme to bring up Anna’s familial and marital connections, like the 
epitaph of Empress Matilda mentioned earlier. For Dugdale, Anna’s worth to the crown 
came in first, her connection to her father (who by this point in time was long dead), her 
brother, the living king of Denmark, her husband, and then to her children. She was well 
loved, according to Dugdale, at the beginning of her time in England. The next stanza 
however, is the most interesting for this project: 
 Never was woman so before, 
 But faire Queene Ketherin, and no more: 
 And as in greatnes Earth doth grace her, 
 So God’s great goodness in Heaven place her.286 
 
 
284 Nichols, The Progresses of James I, 408.  
285 Nichols, The Progresses of James I, 410. 
286 Nichols, The Progresses of James I, 410.  
159 
 
 
To which Katherine was Dugdale referring? The last queen consort of England was a 
Katherine, Kateryn Parr, wife of Henry VIII, but unlike Anna, she was not the daughter, 
sister, nor mother of a king or future king. Katherine Howard would most likely not have 
been mentioned as her tenure as consort was brief and ended in her execution. The most 
likely Katherine was probably Katherine of Aragon, who, as it would have been well 
known to the educated Jacobean set, was daughter to kings, sister to queens, mother to a 
queen, and aunt to an emperor. Much was made in her youth of her beauty, and it was 
said that in her prime, none could match Katherine’s fairness. So it was most probably to 
Katherine of Aragon to which Dugdale was referring in his dedicatory poem to James – 
which is unusual, but Katherine had been renown in English cultural memory in the 
decades after her death, so perhaps not so unusual a choice seen especially in light of the 
later Henry VIII play by William Shakespeare and John Fletcher. This also could make 
sense with some of the uses of ‘mild’ to describe Anna’s behavior in the coronation. 
While neither Katherine nor Anna were mild, they both knew how to ‘read the room’ and 
how to perform their royalty in a way that connected them with their subjects.   
 Anna of Denmark’s public construction as queen in Scotland was quite different 
than the experience in England. While Anna’s first Entry and Coronation were solo 
affairs, her later ones emphasized even more her connection to her husband and her first-
born son. The expectations expressed to her in her entries also illuminate some of the 
cultural and societal differences between 1590’s Scotland and 1603/4’s England. Even 
though Edinburgh and Scotland were not the wealthiest of places in 1590, the officials 
and church worked to put on a performance that was befitting the incoming Princess of 
Denmark and their new queen. Anna played her part there perfectly, waving to the 
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crowds and taking in their advice. She made no waves in Edinburgh – until after her 
coronation. In London, though, Anna performed more confidently as a queen. She had 
been one for the last 13 years, all of her adult life, and knew how to give the people what 
they wanted to see. However, she had also converted to Catholicism at some point before 
the move to England, and so the English got the chance to see a bit of the stubborn Anna 
that the Scots had known for over a decade. Her refusal to take the sacrament does not 
seem to have diminished her popularity much, at least with Londoners, if Dugdale’s 
account can be taken even with a grain of salt.  
 The expectations placed upon Anna in her coronations and entries helped her and 
those around her to build her performances as a queen to her subjects. They outlined the 
duties and roles played by both English and Scottish queens, and Anna did not disappoint 
as she had fulfilled those obligations, and those of a wife to James, with aplomb. These 
rituals helped residents of her new kingdoms to understand what their relationship to her 
was and what she was expected to do for them – these rituals established her, firmly, as 
queen or as consort in the minds of her new subjects. Her right to have authority over 
them was never questioned, as it was with her successor, Henriette Marie.  
Henriette Marie de Bourbon – Queen Consort of England, Scotland, and Ireland 
 One of the issues that Henriette Marie faced – that had never been endured by 
English queen before – was impeachment by Parliament. While it occurred in absentia, 
the charges were taken seriously by Parliamentarians who sought to censor their queen 
and to take away some of her power. While this event was certainly the effect of many 
causes, I would argue that an underlying cause was the fact that Henriette Marie had 
never been publicly created as “the consort” in the public’s collective memory. Henriette 
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Marie was the only one of the consorts in this dissertation to forego both a formal 
Triumphal Entry and a coronation.  
 The causes for her lack of triumphal entry were much the same as for the delay in 
Anna’s London Entry. Plague had been ravaging London again when Henriette Marie 
made her way from her magnificent proxy wedding ceremony at Notre Dame on 11 May 
1625. London was abuzz with excitement to see their new queen, and from the surviving 
letters and tracts, she did not seem to disappoint. Henriette and Charles made their way 
from her landing spot in Dover north to London, via Canterbury and Rochester. Along 
the way, at least according to the tracts written to celebrate the marriage and her arrival, 
she charmed everyone from the highest duchess to the lowliest commoner. When the 
royal entourage got closer to the capital city, she and Charles sailed on a barge on the 
waters of the Thames through London. This was the first occasion upon which Henriette 
was shown off to her new people en masse, fleeting though it was. She had been 
proclaimed queen after a banquet on 18 June, but that was to a select company, not the 
general populace.287 According to the Venetian ambassador, Zuane Pesaro, Charles and 
Henriette skipped Greenwich all together as plague had taken hold of the town. He wrote 
to the Doge that on 26 June, the royal couple entered London by boat, “the ships in the 
Thames to the number of quite 160 being arranged in order, decorated and beflagged.”288 
 
287 Edward Conway, Viscount Conway and Killultagh."Sec. Conway to Sec. Morton." June 18 1625. MS 
Secretaries of State: State Papers Domestic, James I, 1603-1640. SP 14/214 f.113. The National Archives 
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http://go.gale.com.libproxy.unl.edu/mss/i.do?&id=GALE%7CMC4319680492&v=2.1&u=linc74325&it=r
&p=SPOL&sw=w&viewtype=Manuscript  “18 June: Mr Secretarie Morton, The Marriage of the king and 
queene declared.” 
288 "Venice: June 1625, 16 - 30," in Calendar of State Papers Relating To English Affairs in the Archives of 
Venice, Volume 19, 1625-1626, ed. Allen B Hinds (London: His Majesty's Stationery Office, 1913), 78-95. 
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When the royal barge arrived near London Bridge, “The Tower of London let flie her 
Ordnance, which did so thunder and rattle in the aire, that nothing could be heard for the 
terror of the noice.”289 The noise drew more crowds and possible disaster as, “The throng 
of spectatours was so great, that about two hundred being in a shippe that lay almost drie, 
and leaning against the Wharfe, they with their waight and motion ouerthrew the Shippe 
into the Thames.”290 Luckily there were no deaths at Henriette’s first major public 
engagement. While she did not have the opportunity, for fear of plague, to interact with 
her newfound subjects, she did make sure that she could be seen by them for she and 
Charles “stood publiquely in the open Barge, and not onlely discouered themselves to 
euery honest and chearefull beholder…” which engendered good feeling towards them. 
They appeared unafraid of possible plots against them and showed themselves to their 
people, which, at least according to the tracts written to celebrate the marriage, helped all 
living souls to admire them.291  
This water entry was not the same as a triumphal entry. There were opportunities 
for her new people to see her, certainly, but the new queen did not have the chance to 
interact with anyone. She could not do more than wave, as much more would not have 
been seen from the distances from the shore to the barge. She could not easily distribute 
favors, make eye contact, or let herself be seen up close by her people from the barge, so 
while it insulated her from plague it also insulated her from her people. This seems to 
have been forgiven at the moment, as plague was a good reason to not hold a giant 
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celebration in the populous urban center. Even Parliament had been dismissed. At the 
time, though, it would have been expected that their new queen would be crowned with 
Charles at a joint coronation, and perhaps even if the plague had not yet abated by the 
time of the crowning, there could be another entry later, just like Anna and James held 
their delayed Entry in 1604.  
This was not to be, as while Anna chose to take part in the Anglican ceremony at 
large, just refusing to take part in the sacrament, Henriette chose not to partake at all in 
the coronation ceremony as she could not be crowned by a Catholic bishop. Both groups, 
the English and the French, refused to bend on the point of who would crown Henriette, 
and so she never was crowned. The coronation order was prepared for her, and she was to 
have been anointed, crowned, and invested with regalia, much like Katherine of Aragon 
and Anna of Denmark had been, but she elected to not take part in the ceremony at all.292 
She did not attend the coronation either, even though a place of honor had been prepared 
for her, but instead watched from a distance. This became a worry for the Venetian 
ambassador, who wrote to the Doge that because of her refusal to participate in the 
ceremony, “her prerogatives will be less.”293 This was because she was seen to be the 
king’s lawful wife, but not “the crowned queen of England or of Great Britain.”294  
Henriette’s experiences highlight exactly why these public and semi-public 
ceremonies and performances were so important to the subjects of new foreign-born 
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consorts. Without an entry, designed to show off the new consort in their finery and allow 
them to display magnanimity, generosity, and to highlight their legitimacy for all to see, 
the consort is only seen from afar and is something less than Larger Than Life – life-
sized. The coronation functioned in the same way – to create an ordinary, flesh and blood 
person, into God’s Chosen Walking on Earth. While Charles’ anointing did not save him 
from the executioner’s blade, no one disputed that he was, in fact, the lawful king. His 
authority was never questioned – what he did with the authority was. The fact that 
Henriette did not have a Triumphal Entry to celebrate her arrival, her lineage, and her 
rightful place as consort, meant that the people did not have the chance to share with her 
their expectations for her. They were not able to express their desires and needs to their 
new queen, someone who could have acted as an advocate, as Anna was entreated, to 
lead by example of a virtuous life like Katherine was, or to simply show that she was 
wanted and wished for, like Philip. This started their relationship off on an uneven 
footing.  
That wobbly foundation cracked a bit more with the lack of coronation. Without 
her ‘divine protection,’ Henriette was simply a woman. She was a wife, she was 
eventually a mother to royal heirs, she herself was royal, but she was not God’s Chosen. 
This opened her up for more attacks at the very basis of her assumed authority as consort 
– because in the minds of her detractors, she was not seen to have authority over them as 
she was only Charles’ wife. Henriette was not understood to possess any of the Crown’s 
authority herself. While she was not the first uncrowned consort in English history, her 
utter refusal to partake in the ceremony was unique. This, too, partly led to her perceived 
lack of authority – she had refused it, and with the ceremony, she refused her English 
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subjects. No other consort, in extant recorded English history, had refused to participate 
in her own coronation. 
Biographers in the centuries since her death have tried to explain her later 
precarious position by coming back to her refusal of coronation. The Strickland sisters 
explained that her refusal of the ceremony was the act for which her people never forgave 
her, because of “the contempt she had manifested for their crown.”295 Modern 
biographers, such as Alison Plowden, mirror the Stricklands in their assessment of the 
impact of Henriette’s decision, that “her rejection of the crown matrimonial as a 
calculated insult which they never forgave, and it was an error of judgement which would 
come back to haunt her in years to come.”296 
Katherine of Aragon and Anna of Denmark both enjoyed triumphal entries and 
coronations in London, and their legitimacy as consorts was never publicly questioned. 
Indeed, Katherine was beloved in generations after her death and Anna was well loved 
during her lifetime and beyond. Both were known as patrons and as protectors who knew 
how to maneuver delicate situations at court through their diplomacy and tact (when they 
so chose to use it). Philip, too, by enjoying his Triumphal Entry - even though he did not 
have a coronation, there were plans for one should Mary successfully give birth to an heir 
– established himself as in a position of rightful authority to his people. He, too, much 
like his mother-in-law and eventual successor as consort, knew how to engage with the 
crowds in a way befitting his role. He had to create the role of a male consort, which was 
difficult to figure out how to navigate expectations upon him based on both his position 
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and his perceived gender, but he managed to find a way to perform the roles of a consort 
without sacrificing the appearance of his masculinity.    
These events, the Triumphal Entry of London (or Edinburgh) and a coronation, 
were incredibly important for establishing a public’s understandings of a consort’s 
prerogatives, abilities, and roles. They were opportunities to display oneself to one’s new 
subjects and to seek their love and obedience. While popularity, love, and peace were not 
guaranteed by participation in the consort-creation rituals, as Margaret of Anjou found to 
her detriment, the rituals gave each consort a foundation upon which to build their 
relationship with their subjects and to construct their performances of consortship. These 
performances included the creation and fostering of domestic and inter-kingdom 
networks of support and reliance. It is to intercession, traditionally an important way for 
consorts to establish their position in the royal hierarchy and to craft a virtuous and 
merciful image, to which we turn next. 
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CHAPTER THREE: INTERCESSION – TRADITIONS AND INNOVATIONS 
After establishing one’s authority and right to a consort’s status, through the use of 
domestication rituals, a consort could then turn to performing their necessary functions or 
roles. These functions and roles were important as the consort provided a counterbalance 
to the power of a sovereign, softening the sometimes harsh justice meted out by a 
sovereign and helping the sovereign connect with their subjects and with other royal or 
noble families. One of the traditional roles a consort performed, regardless of if they were 
of foreign birth or born a subject, was that of intercession.   
 Intercession was one of the acts that historians have commonly attributed to 
queens in the medieval period – a way to allow the king to save face after changing his 
mind about what was usually a harsh punishment by being publicly moved by a wife’s 
plea. Typically, an intercession was performed when a consort sought to lessen a 
punishment that the sovereign had proclaimed. Sometimes the consort was asked on 
behalf of others to speak with the sovereign to lessen the punishment, others the consort 
performed on their own. Most intercessory activity took place behind the scenes, as the 
consort had personal access to the sovereign, but intercessions were sometimes 
performed in public. Some were genuine pleas for mercy from a consort. Others were 
scripted for the benefit of the sovereign and allowed him or her to save face and back 
away from a particularly unpopular or harsh decision.  
An example of dramatic intercession was Philippa of Hainault’s at Calais, 
kneeling before her husband Edward III to spare the lives of the Burghers of the city. 
Another is that of Anne of Bohemia, a frequent intercessor for her subjects, when she fell 
to her knees before the Merciless Parliament in 1388 to beg for the lives of her husband’s 
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favorites. Perhaps even better memorialized was Anne’s scripted intercession with 
Richard for the city of London in 1392. In Concordia, a poem written to commemorate 
the event, Anne’s involvement was sought by the local warden, who supposedly said: 
"O noble high-born lady, born of lofty race,   
Imperial in rank, renowned in family. 
God chose you, worthily, for Britain's sceptered rule: 
You share in her broad rule, as you are fit to do. 
The queen is able to deflect the king's firm rule, 
So he will show a gentle face to his own folk. 
A woman soothes a man by love: God gave him her. 
O gentle Anne, let your sweet love be aimed at this! 
These happy people now desire to see your face, 
For in it all their well-being and hope reside.297 
In Concordia, the act of intercession is the prerogative of a consort, who was the only one 
able sooth a sovereign – for the benefit of both the sovereign and their subjects.   
As Theresa Earenfight aptly describes the act in Queenship in Medieval Europe:  
Queenly intercession was part of the masculine-feminine division of labor 
that often reinforced cultural stereotypes of women as fickle and men as 
obtrusive, paternal, proud and legalistic. Less threatening than displays of 
outright political control, intercession was seen as feminine pleading that 
made it permissible for a king to change his mind. It was socially 
constructed femininity, but even as it celebrated the triumphant king, it also 
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served as a critique of male behavior. Ultimately, it is not about women, but 
about men.298  
These acts were sometimes quite dramatic, as was the case of Anne’s and Philippa’s 
intercessions with their husbands, but others could be less so, and more of a result of 
letter writing rather than women weeping outside of palace windows. Most of the time, 
intercessory work was done behind the scenes and would have been so routine that it was 
not necessarily remarked upon in surviving contemporary sources. For example, much of 
the work done on Katherine of Aragon’s intercessions, due to a lack of sources, must be 
inferred and read between the lines.  
 Intercessory acts by queens were performed throughout the medieval and early 
modern periods. Intercession, as Lisa Benz St. John writes, was performed by queens to 
act as “peacemakers between the king and other people,” to secure household positions, 
perform acts of patronage, or perhaps to act as an ambassador to another sovereign 
realm.299 In this chapter, I argue that intercession, as a prerogative of the realm’s consort, 
was exercised by both male and female consorts, and in remarkably similar ways and for 
similar reasons, making it more of a consort’s role rather than a queen’s.  
 As Benz St. John explains in her chapter on intercession, intercession was an 
indirect source of patronage, as the intercessor was asking someone else for their help, 
rather than granting it on their own. It is for this reason that I will be including acts of 
patronage in the next chapter, “Domestic Networking: Patronage, Progresses, and 
Charitable Works.” Intercession, in this chapter, is also not necessarily diplomacy – but it 
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is that indirect type of diplomacy, where the intercessor is acting on behalf of someone 
else, even if their goals are aligned, such as Katherine of Aragon acting as her father’s 
official ambassador to secure her marriage to Henry VII’s heir, the future Henry VIII. 
While she was acting as an ambassador, on behalf of Fernando and securing her natal and 
friendship networks abroad by acting in that capacity, I will focus on it in the final 
chapter, “International Networking: Performing Diplomacy through Natal, Marital, and 
Friendship Networks and on the Stage.”  
 For the purposes of this dissertation, I will be deriving my definition of 
intercession from earlier works, especially those of Earenfight and Benz St. John. These 
scholars’ works on intercession both focus on the medieval period, but I believe that the 
practice was largely unchanged by either Katherine, Philip, Anna, or Henriette Marie.300 
Its history gave the act legitimacy, and through it, the consorts gained symbolic and 
actual power and influence.  
 While both Earenfight and Parsons, and indeed many other scholars, focus on 
intercession as a strictly feminine means of exercising influence, Benz St. John provides 
evidence that while intercession was largely performed by queens/women, many 
noblemen also sought the help of others who occupied rungs higher than themselves on 
the grand kingdom hierarchy. Intercession was an act of supplication to a higher ranked 
individual, and not one that was necessarily gendered.  
 Typically intercession was performed in two stages. The first, which was optional, 
was when a petitioner asked someone higher in the social hierarchy for their help with a 
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specific request. The second part of an intercession was when the intercessor performed 
the requested action. The intercession did not have to be successful to have been 
completely performed. An example of this was evident in the letters written by Elizabeth 
FitzGerald, the countess of Kildare, to Cardinal Wolsey in 1523. She requested that he 
remind her kinsman, Henry VIII, that her husband was loyal even though the Lord 
Deputy treated him cruelly.301 Wolsey was the addressee of many such petitions as his 
role of Lord Chancellor (and Thomas More after him) gave him great perceived influence 
with the king. In this case, Elizabeth’s plea was heard and arbitrators intervened to force 
the Ormond Lord Deputy of Ireland and the earl of Kildare to a sort of peace. 
 In some cases, the first stage, or the formal request for aid, was not necessary as 
the intercessor took it upon themselves to offer their aid and skip straight to the second 
step. This was evident in how Katherine’s intercession in 1517 is portrayed – in the 
stories and ballad no one came to ask her to intervene with Henry for the lives of the 
apprentices, she heard the cries of her subjects and immediately sought to help. It is the 
action – the asking for help from someone above your station to help someone below in 
the hierarchy- that is the key for intercession.  
 In the course of this chapter, I will pinpoint two or three different acts of 
intercession for each of the consorts in this study. In these acts of intercession, I will 
examine how the consort performed their intercession – was it in public or behind closed 
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doors? With an eye to how each act of intercession altered the consort’s standing with the 
sovereign, the claimants, and with the larger public, I will demonstrate that each of these 
consorts not only performed intercessions, just like their medieval queenly counterparts, 
but for many of the same reasons and in similar fashions. Intercession was but one tool in 
a consort’s arsenal which they used in the performance of their peaceweaver role. 
Katherine of Aragon - Dowager Princess of Wales and Queen of England 
 Katherine of Aragon was remembered in the decades after her death as an 
intercessory queen, with the most famous of her intercessions taking place after the Evil 
May Day of 1517. Memorialized in ballads, Katherine was remembered as a good, kind, 
and gentle queen who sought to aid all, not only her fellow Spaniards. From The Story of 
Ill May Day, later printed in the seventeenth century, Katherine has just heard the cries of 
women, mothers of men condemned to die for their involvement in the anti-immigrant 
riots that swept London: 
What if (quoth she) by Spanish blood, 
Have London's stately streets been wet, 
Yet will I seek this country's good, 
And pardon for these young men get; 
 
Or else the world will speak of me, 
And say queen Katherine was unkind, 
And judge me still the cause to be, 
These young men did these fortunes find: 
And so, disrob'd from rich attires, 
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With hair hang'd down, she sadly hies, 
And of her gracious lord requires 
A boon, which hardly he denies. 
 
The lives (quoth she) of all the blooms 
Yet budding green, these youths I crave; 
O let them not have timeless tombs, 
For nature longer limits gave: 
In saying so, the pearled tears 
Fell trickling from her princely eyes; 
Whereat his gentle queen he cheers, 
And says, stand up, sweet lady, rise; 
 
The lives of them I freely give, 
No means this kindness shall debar, 
Thou hast thy boon, and they may live 
To serve me in my Boulogne war. 
 
No sooner was this pardon given, 
But peals of joy rung through the halls, 
As though it thundered down from heaven, 
The queen's renown amongst them all. 
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For which (kind queen) with joyful heart, 
She gave to them both thanks and praise, 
And so from them did gently part, 
And lived beloved all her days.302  
In the ballad, Katherine is clearly a Spanish woman, but also an English queen. She seeks 
to save ‘these young men’ and with her hair down about her shoulders and out of her 
finery, Katherine appears before Henry as his wife and as England’s queen. She begs him 
for a boon, to save these men’s lives, not for their sakes, but for their mothers and wives 
who would be ruined without them. While not necessarily asking Katherine for her help 
directly, the women, through their cries, were asking for help, and who better than their 
queen to give it? By asking Henry for leniency, Katherine fulfilled the role of intercessor 
– exactly as a peaceweaving consort was supposed to do. In the world of the ballad, this 
intercession was met with celebration and future knowledge that Henry would call upon 
these men as soldiers to fight in France, leading to further English victory and glory. But 
the riots, which could have ended in additional bloodshed were it not for Katherine’s 
involvement, were the beginning of this intercession– and the ballad blames Katherine 
and her international connections for the situation in which London found itself in the 
spring of 1517.  
  May Day was a celebratory day in Tudor England, filled with dancing about may 
poles, Morris dancing, and sometimes Robin Hood pantomimes. On this day, which 
annually encapsulated the joy of spring and the coming of summer, events took a drastic 
 
302 Richard Johnson, The Crown Garland of Golden Roses: Consisting of Ballads and Songs, ed. W 
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turn and ended in violence. A conflict had been simmering for months, as London had 
been in the midst of an economic downturn, had survived a particularly hard winter, and 
was battling the sweating sickness.303 “Strangers,” or immigrants, were blamed, much as 
they had been for other hard years in English history. As Undersheriff of London, 
Thomas More was tasked with dealing with the rumors of “a plot to cut to pieces all the 
strangers in London” on May Day.304 
 The King had been notified of said plot by the foreign merchants, who issued 
threatening proclamations. This did not stop the apprentices, who felt the economic 
squeeze strongly, from sacking houses. Henry also sent troops into the city of London, 
where they captured all of the rioters they found. After that was successful, Henry, 
according to the papal nuncio, Francesco Chieregato, “went thither himself and routed 
them.” Henry intimidated the rioters into submission with 25,000 troops inside and 
outside of London. After accepting their surrender, Henry then also ordered some 60 men 
to be hanged, while others were given a traitor’s death of beheading, drawing, and 
quartering.305 
 It was after this, when Henry was to have proclaimed his justice for the 400 some 
prisoners, that Katherine entered legend as a most merciful English queen. While 
according to the nuncio there were not women crying in the streets for their husbands and 
sons, Chieregato places Katherine in a dramatic episode of intercession. “There remained 
 
303 Joanne Paul, Thomas More (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2017), 79.  
304 "Venice: May 1517," in Calendar of State Papers Relating To English Affairs in the Archives of Venice, 
Volume 2, 1509-1519, ed. Rawdon Brown (London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1867), 381-390. 
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some 400 prisoners whom the King had destined in like manner for the gallows,” he 
wrote to Vigo da Campo San Pietro, “but our most serene and most compassionate 
Queen, with tears in her eyes and on her bended knees, obtained their pardon from his 
Majesty, the act of grace being performed with great ceremony.”306  
 While he does not give the detail of her hair hanging loose down her back, which 
would mimic her hairstyle at her coronation and call to mind early modern associations 
with maidenhood and virginity, he does tell his audience that she was on bended knee and 
tearful. Supplicating herself to Henry by kneeling was a traditional move in a medieval 
intercession, as was evidenced by the earlier example of Philippa’s intercession for the 
lives of the Burghers of Calais and the ballad which describes Katherine’s intercession 
with Henry.  
 Because of Katherine’s impassioned pleas, Henry promised clemency for the 
remaining rioters. At the larger event a few days later on 22 May, which many would 
recognize today as a public relations stunt, the intercession for the lives of the apprentices 
was performed by Cardinal Wolsey and the Lords.307 Katherine, in the nuncio’s account 
of that day, is nowhere to be found. She also does not appear in Holinshed’s Chronicle 
account of the day in either the 1577 or 1587 editions. The King, for some reason that is 
not given by Holinshed, gave a commandment “to respite the execution [of the 
apprentices], and then was the Oyer and determiner deferred till an other day,” until the 
executions had been stayed long enough it was time for Wolsey and the Lords to perform 
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an intercession at Westminster Hall for all to see.308 Hall’s Chronicle is much the same as 
Holinshed’s, with Katherine unfortunately nowhere to be found.  
 It is in John Stow’s Annals of England to 1603 which contains the most dramatic 
details of Katherine’s legendary intercession – and it even includes her two queenly 
sisters-in-law. Where Holinshed and Hall give no mention to Katherine (nor to Margaret 
or Mary) in their descriptions of the events of the Evil May Day, Stow’s account points 
the spotlight straight on the foreign-born queen and her performance of vulnerable 
femininity. “For it is to be noted that three Queenes, to witte,” Stow records, “Katherine 
Queene of Englande, and by her meanes Marie the French Queene, and Margaret Queene 
of Scottes, the Kings sisters, (then resident in Englande) long time on their knees before 
the king had begged their [the apprentices] pardon.”309 
 What is particularly important here is how Katherine is presented in her act of 
intercession. She, “by her meanes,” orchestrated the spectacle for Henry to elicit the most 
sympathy for her cause. While Stow does not mention her hair being down or tears in her 
eyes, they are easy to imagine for a reader, especially one who was familiar with any 
other chronicles or the aforementioned ballad. What Stow does say is that she gathered 
Henry’s sisters, his only remaining immediate natal family members left, who fell to their 
knees together before Henry. This, too, was designed to elicit sympathy from Henry, who 
had grown up in his mother’s household with his sisters while Arthur had his own 
establishment. If the event had passed as Stow described, it would have been a 
particularly flattering moment for Henry and his performance of kingly masculinity. He 
 
308 Raphael Holinshed, Chronicles of England, Scotland, and Ireland (1577), vol. 4, 1503. 
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could easily change his mind without shame when not one but three queens begged him 
to do so, especially while on their knees for a long time. He could do so and come across 
looking the picture of mercy, while the three queens gain in reputation for their own 
kindness and mercy. Especially Katherine – as the only foreign-born woman there, her 
begging for the lives of Englishmen who had wronged strangers in the realm would have 
shown to others that she was loyal to English interests and sought to protect her 
countrymen and women.  
 Stow then downplays the next part of the intercession a bit – I could hazard to 
guess that he wanted to keep the dramatic tension of the three queens on their knees in 
the reader’s minds a bit longer. Even with Katherine, Margaret, and Mary on their knees 
before the king, that still was not enough for Henry to change his mind! According to 
Stow, after the queens had begged their pardon, “which by persuasion of the Cardinall 
Wolsey (without whose Counsell hee woulde doe nothing) the king graunted unto 
them.”310 It was not even Katherine’s intercession that changed Henry’s mind – it was 
Wolsey, having been convinced by the women’s display of pity, who managed to change 
Henry’s mind about the whole affair. This does make some sense, as Chancellor most 
requests for intercession with Henry would have gone directly to him, and so this was a 
typical arrangement between the two of them. What is unusual, though, is that if 
Katherine had indeed attempted to intercede with Henry, and if Margaret and Mary were 
also there, that their attempt at intercession should be unsuccessful without the 
intervention of Wolsey. Reading into the text a bit further, it seems as though Wolsey 
 
310 Stow, Annals, 851. Emphasis is mine.  
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was seen, at least by Stow (and/or his sources), as the real power behind the throne in this 
case, not Katherine, not Henry.  
 Katherine’s legendary intercession was a success. Regardless of the reasoning for 
Wolsey’s inclusion, she was able to, through the expert use of the tropes of 
queenly/feminine intercession that went back centuries in the history of English 
queenship, perform the role of merciful interceding consort perfectly. She picked an ideal 
moment to beg for the lives of the men who had sought to ruin the livelihoods of fellow 
strangers (some of them Spaniards) in London and did so without hesitation. Most acts of 
intercession with Henry were not so dramatic, but this one lived on in its own legend, 
with more and more details added with each successive generation, until the ballad 
appeared in the early Jacobean period, almost 100 years after the event itself happened.  
 It is important enough, again, to stress that intercession was not necessarily only 
done by queens. While the act has been attributed to many queens, it was not only they 
who performed intercessions. Certainly the success of this dramatic event was down to 
the efforts of not just Katherine, and perhaps Margaret and Mary, but also to Cardinal 
Thomas Wolsey, who had the ear of the King and was used to working with him in such 
a manner. Wolsey, too, performed the intercession, just not in the same fashion as 
Katherine. While it was beneath her dignity to throw herself on her feet before anyone, 
indeed that was part of the strength of queenly intercessions, it was a useful means of 
eliciting sympathy from whomever she knelt before. It would have been unseemly for 
Wolsey, a man of such stature in Henry’s government, to fall to his knees and beg, but 
would have had dramatic effect, just as Katherine’s act did.  
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 While this particular act of intercession has gone down into legend, Katherine 
performed other interventions with Henry in less life-or-death circumstances. In the first 
year of her tenure as queen consort of England, Katherine contracted the services of 
Richard Decons, to work as her “Receiver General of all her rents and revenues, and 
likewise of her Queen-gold by expresse name.”311 Decons had been Receiver General for 
Elizabeth of York and administered her lands and the collection of her queen-gold. Not 
necessarily a payment for intercession, queen-gold came into royal coffers as a surcharge 
placed upon voluntary fines paid to the king for judgements rendered. Paid into the 
Keeper of the Queen’s Gold at the royal Exchequer, it was charged because the queen 
may have influenced, or interceded with, the king in his decision regarding the 
judgement. The great stories told about intercession do not typically involve the official 
money paid to the queen for her help, but they do make the queen’s humble pleadings 
seem larger than life, and are likely what was better remembered, rather than helping to 
settle a cattle dispute between two noblemen or who got which portion of a spice tariff, 
which was a consort’s typical sort of intercession.  
  One such act of intercession which does not have any ballads celebrating its 
success is her work in protecting English scholarship at Oxford and Cambridge. In some 
ways, as a queen consort, Katherine was not just Elizabeth of York’s successor, she was 
Margaret Beaufort’s as well. After her coronation and Margaret’s death, Katherine was 
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given the traditional dower lands of an English consort and inherited some of Margaret’s 
staff and patronage interests.  
 One of those interests was in the institutions of higher education in England. 
Margaret Beaufort had founded Christ’s College, Cambridge in 1505 and had worked 
with Bishop John Fisher to lay the groundwork for St. John’s College, Cambridge, 
founded in 1511, two years after her death. Fisher and his circle of humanist scholars, 
which included Thomas More and Erasmus of Rotterdam, were impressed with 
Katherine’s learning, and dedication to scholars and scholarship, and it was only natural 
that Fisher would turn to her when he was having issues obtaining the necessary funding 
from Henry VIII.312 
 In a quieter intercession, one more indicative of the ‘usual’ types of intercession 
that consorts regularly performed, Katherine managed to convince Henry to endow the 
college as per his grandmother’s wishes, even though Margaret had not left enough funds 
in her will.313 She had also begun the process of receiving the papal bull and the requisite 
permission from her son, but with Henry VII’s and her own deaths in 1509, that process 
stalled, but between Fisher’s connections to Rome, his own humanist circles (which he 
used to entice lecturers), and the royal court, he managed to seal the deal on 6 April 1511. 
Katherine also pitched in, more than just greasing the wheels of government to help 
Fisher achieve his and Margaret’s goal, she helped the cause further by forgiving rent due 
 
312 Leanne Croon Hickman, “Katherine of Aragon: A ‘Pioneer of Women’s Education’?: Humanism and 
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313 She had left approx. £400 per annum for the college and had worked to procure the annexation of the 
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St. John’s College Cambridge (London: J. M. Dent & Co, 1907), 38.  
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to her, “Katherine the most gracious queen of England pardoned us of fifty points due 
unto her for the mortising of the lordship of Riddiswell [Ridgewell].”314 She eventually 
granted the college the manor of Ridgewell in 1520.315 
 While her intercession with Henry for the college led to further patronage of the 
college and scholars on her own part, which I will discuss at large in the next chapter, it 
was not nearly as flashy as her legendary mediation for the apprentices of Evil May Day. 
The Evil May Day intercession, while it created a magnificent story to tell and certainly 
improved Katherine’s already high level of popularity and love from her English 
subjects, her smaller, dare I call them quotidian intercessions, like that for St. John’s 
College and the scholars housed there, had a far greater impact on the lives of her 
subjects. This can be seen in an entirely fictional intercession of Katherine’s – that found 
in her introductory scene in Shakespeare and Fletcher’s historical honor play Henry VIII: 
All is True.316  
 First performed in 1613 as part of the wedding festivities of Princess Elizabeth 
and Frederick V, Elector Palatine, Henry VIII: All is True tells the story of Henry VIII’s 
concurrent divorces – his divorce from marriage with Katherine of Aragon and that of the 
church in England from the Roman Catholic Church. Far from being villainized as a 
Catholic in post-Gunpowder Plot Jacobean England, Katherine is praised as an ideal 
queen, a virtuous wife, and for her devout faith. After her exit from the legatine court 
 
314 Maria Dowling, Humanism in the Age of Henry VIII (London: Croom Helm, 1986), 25.  
315 Michelle L. Beer, “Practices and Performances of Queenship: Catherine of Aragon and Margaret Tudor, 
1503-1533,” Unpublished PhD Dissertation, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 2014, 240. 
316 While I would maintain that this intercession is most likely entirely fictional, it could have been inspired 
by other documented intercessions performed by Katherine. Much of the actual work of intercession was 
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scene, Henry in an act of theatre, calls her “saint-like” and sighs lovingly that she is the 
“queen of earthly queens” (H8, 2.4.135 & 2.4.138).  
 In her very first scene, Katherine is introduced to the audience kneeling before 
Henry who sits upon his throne. This action, kneeling in supplication, makes sense from 
other intercessions that I have previously discussed, and it serves to make Katherine’s 
character approachable to the audience. While she has authority and is using it to petition 
Henry to help their subjects, she is painted as less formidable than say Henry, who is 
seated in a position of power. She entreats him to lower an arduous tax that, as Norfolk 
chimes in to add to her petition, causes  
The spinsters, carders, fullers, weavers, who, 
Unfit for other life, compelled by hunger 
And lack of other means, in desperate manner,  
Daring th’ event to th’ teeth, are all in uproar, 
And danger serves among them. (H8, 1.2.33-37). 
Henry, for one reason or another, is not aware of this tax at all, and immediately turns to 
Cardinal Wolsey for an explanation as “You that are blamed for it alike with us,/ Know 
you of this taxation?” (H8, 1.2.38-39). Wolsey says he shares responsibility for it with 
others, and while he knew of the taxation, he did not know the whole story. While it is 
improbable that Katherine and Wolsey came to loggerheads in the same manner as in the 
play, they both did vie for influence with Henry until Wolsey’s death in 1530, and this 
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interaction sets them up as rivals through the rest of the play (or at least until, again, 
Wolsey’s death just before Katherine’s in Act 4, Scene 2).  
 While records of Katherine’s quotidian intercessions, or the petitions that incited 
them, are scant, the fact that Katherine starred in ballads and in a Shakespeare play in an 
intercessory role could speak to an enduring cultural memory of Katherine’s acts and 
character. Even though there may be little in terms of documentary evidence to ascribe 
the award of certain patents or charters to Katherine’s influence with Henry, she is 
remembered in an intercessory role decades after her death. Perhaps this speaks to an 
image of Katherine, held fast in Shakespeare and Fletcher’s minds, as well as in the 
minds of their audience – Katherine, on her knees, an intercessory queen.  
Philip of Spain – King of Jerusalem and Naples, King Consort of England and Ireland 
 As a male consort, Philip’s intercessory work took a different tack than did 
Katherine’s. Men, quite regularly in medieval England, had performed intercessory work, 
just as queens did. Cardinal Wolsey’s assistance in Katherine’s Evil May Day 
intercession would be a rather dramatic example of the work men also performed, and 
just like how much of Katherine’s work was behind the scenes, so was Wolsey’s. Philip, 
too, performed behind the scenes intercessory work, as would have been expected of him 
in his role as English consort. 
 It would have been well known in England and Ireland that Mary and Philip were 
supporters of the Roman Catholic Church and of practicing Catholics. While records are 
few and far between, in what is still available, snippets and missives, paint a picture of 
Philip as a fairly active intercessor. While, just like with Katherine’s more behind the 
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scenes intercessions there are not many existing records, Philip’s work on behalf of his 
English subjects pops up in both direct and indirect documentation. One of the more 
direct cases in which Philip interceded with Mary was on the behalf of two brothers from 
Ireland.  
In a short memorandum to his English council from Brussels, Philip revealed that 
he had been entreated to intercede with Queen Mary on behalf of “Edward and 
Christopher Bloncquet, Irishmen.”317 The Plunkett men were most likely brothers, two of 
the sons of the first Baron Louth, Oliver Plunkett.318  Oliver had died in 1555, but it was 
the eldest brother, Thomas who stood to inherit everything tied to the family name. 
Edward and Christopher could also have been the sons of Sir Alexander Plunkett, Lord 
Dunsany, who had been Lord Chancellor of Ireland under Henry VII, but as their father 
died in 1503, and their middle siblings Thomas and Mary died in 1539 and 1554 
respectively, this seems possible, but less likely.319 It is unknown which Plunkett men to 
which Philip refers in his letter, but both of these pairs of brothers could have had cause 
to entreat the Queen to award them family lands. It is not evident in the sources as to 
which lands they felt they had “long been wrongly denied, and which (they say) are 
granted by letters.”320 
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 Later that same day, a minute from Philip in Brussels to his Council in England 
addressed this matter further. While it does not give much in terms of detail, it does 
confirm that Philip said he sent a letter to Mary, “[in] favour of Chr. Bloncquet for 
restoration to certain lands in Irelan[d].”321 Again, the minute makes no mention of which 
lands, but it does show that Philip did intercede with Mary on behalf of a petitioner. This 
behind the scenes or more quotidian act of intercession was representative of the known 
acts of intercession Philip performed during his reign as England’s consort king.   
 Another of those quieter acts of intercession was that which Philip performed on 
behalf of Elizabeth Tailboys, daughter of the famed royal mistress to Henry VIII, 
Elizabeth ‘Bessie’ Blount. Possibly also an illegitimate child of Henry VIII, Elizabeth 
Tailboys enjoyed the attention and protection of Henry VIII and after the death of her 
brothers George and Robert, she became Baroness Tailboys of Kyme in her own right. 
She married twice, firstly to Thomas Wymbish and secondly to Ambrose Dudley, 3rd earl 
of Warwick. Her marriage to Dudley was in 1553, sometime before Mary’s accession to 
the throne. Dudley had been swept up with many of his family members in the coup to 
place his sister-in-law, Lady Jane Grey on the throne, and had been placed in the Tower 
with his father and four brothers. All were condemned to death, and Ambrose’s father 
and brother Guildford were executed.  
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 Sometime before 8 November 1554, Elizabeth contracted Roger Ascham, the 
former tutor to the Princess Elizabeth Tudor, to write a letter, pleading her case, in 
elegant Latin prose to Philip. Ascham obliged and his letter on her behalf praised Philip 
as a most “august king” and “clement lord.”322 Throughout, sprinkled with praise for 
Philip’s mild nature and clement attitudes, Elizabeth requested help to release her 
husband from his imprisonment. Apparently, it worked as Ambrose was released from 
the Tower not long after, possibly in December of 1554 or January of 1555. He worked to 
repay Philip’s kindness and took part in joint Spanish-English tournaments and later, in 
1557, fought for Philip in the Battle of San Quintin.323  
 In a slightly later letter dated 22 February 1555, again set into Latin by Ascham, 
Elizabeth thanked Philip for his assistance in Ambrose’s release from the Tower.324 She 
further asked for his help in obtaining her inheritance, which was difficult as even though 
she had not been convicted of treason, her husband had been, and his whole family had 
suffered attainder (including wives and sisters). Eventually, perhaps because of Philip’s 
help, she was able to gain her inheritance in July of 1556, and others in the Dudley family 
were also able to gain their lands.  
 Of course, it was not only down to Elizabeth’s letter writing that rescued the 
remnants of the Dudley family from execution and attainder. One of Ambrose’s sisters, 
Mary, had married into the Sidney family in 1551 with her marriage to Sir Henry Sidney. 
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While the Dudleys were suspect at the court in Mary’s early reign, the Sidney sisters, 
Lucy, Anne, and Frances, had enjoyed the Queen’s favor and were some of her closest 
attendants. Indeed, the marriage of Frances Sidney and Thomas Radcliffe in April 1555 
was celebrated with a tournament in which Philip participated. That was not the first time 
that Philip had shown the Sidneys his favor.  
Before Philip had become king consort of England, both Jane Dudley, duchess of 
Northumberland and widow of the executed John Dudley, and Sir Henry Sidney (her son-
in-law) tried to ingratiate themselves to Philip and secure the safe release of the Dudley 
men. Jane had cultivated relationships with some of Philip’s entourage when he first 
arrived in England in summer of 1554. She must have had come across Maria Enriquez 
de Toledo, the duchess of Alva, not long after her arrival with her husband, Philip’s 
majordomo, Fernando Alvarez de Toledo.325 Jane must have built a good relationship 
with Maria as in her will of 1554, Jane requested that Maria to take care of the Dudley 
family, to be “a good Lady to all her Children, as she has begun.”326 Jane even left Maria 
a rare (in England) parrot in her will. Both the bird and the request signal a respect that 
Jane had for Maria, and a gratefulness for the help that Maria had already provided, as 
she had already begun the work of helping Jane’s children.  
Also evident is the long relationship that Jane built with Don Diego de Mendoza, 
who had been a part of the Dudley family since at least the 1530s when he agreed to be 
Guildford Dudley’s godfather.327 He had also, according to Jane’s will, introduced her to 
 
325 Catherine Medici, “More than a Wife and Mother: Jane Dudley, the Woman who Bequeathed a Parrot 
and Served Five Queens,” in Scholars and Poets Talk About Queens, ed. Carole Levin & Assoc. ed. 
Christine Stewart-Nunez (New York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2015), 262. 
326 Jane Dudley, “Last Will and Testament,” in Collins, Letters and Memorials of State, 34.  
327 Medici, “More than a Wife and Mother,” 263. 
190 
 
 
the high ranking Spaniards who had come with Philip. She thanked him “for the great 
Friendship he hath showed her, in making her have so many friends about the King’s 
Majesty, as she has found.”328 
Sir Henry Sidney was also part of the Dudley restoration effort and had been part 
of an envoy to treat with Philip and to gauge his attitudes on issues in England. Aside 
from his proscribed duties, Sir Henry had gone to Spain in the spring of 1554 to request 
Philip’s aid in releasing the Dudleys from the Tower.329 Certainly, the entreaties of Jane, 
Sir Henry, and Jane’s Spanish circle of friends, remembered later with the letter from 
Elizabeth Tailboys, were part of a traditional act of intercession, and a successful one at 
that.  
As far as it is known, Philip never got down on his knees to beg Mary to change 
her mind or offer mercy, but as I have shown above, he wrote letters to Mary and each of 
their Councils and he worked through his own intermediaries who represented him to the 
Councils and his wife. One of those men who represented Philip’s interests at the English 
court was the count of Feria, Gomez Suarez de Figueroa y Cordoba. Feria was Philip’s 
confidant and a favorite of his who had journeyed with the prince to England in 1554. 
Generally, Feria followed Philip, but there were a couple of times that Philip sent Feria to 
England as his representative. Several times while Philip was away from England on 
other business, the king sent Feria to the island to work with both his and Mary’s 
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Councils as well as meet with Elizabeth, the queen’s younger half-sister and most likely 
successor.  
Philip had a somewhat tenuous relationship with Elizabeth from the beginning of 
his time in England. Earlier in his marriage to Mary, Philip had tried to secure a “safe” 
marriage for Elizabeth, either bringing the Catholic groom to England or sending 
Elizabeth away to live in a Catholic kingdom. Once it became obvious to him that Mary 
was not able to have a child, Philip began to work on smoothing the way for Elizabeth’s 
succession to the throne after Mary’s eventual death. He had also worked to protect 
Elizabeth from his earliest days in England, and to beseech Mary to treat Elizabeth in a 
more sisterly manner.330  
There were two chief ways that Philip sought to help Elizabeth; he helped to 
obtain her release from imprisonment by Mary and he tried to get Mary’s council to 
convince the Queen to name Elizabeth her successor.331 Feria’s arrival in November 1558 
led to several meetings for him – firstly with the Mary’s Privy Council and secondly with 
Elizabeth herself. At the Privy Council meeting, Feria harangued the counselors for their 
delay in working with Mary to name Elizabeth as her successor.332 They “should have 
done this much earlier, as they all well knew,” he wrote back to Philip, mentioning that, 
“I stressed this point, giving them to understand- without actually saying so openly – that 
they were to blame for the delay.”333 Feria also made sure to proclaim these statements in 
front of counselors who were sympathetic to Elizabeth, to ensure that the sentiments 
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made it back to her. While he could have simply been thinking about his English 
subjects, Philip could never forget that he also was ruler of and heir to many principalities 
on the Continent, and having Elizabeth on the throne would have been far preferable to 
Mary’s other possible heir, Mary Queen of Scots. If Mary Stuart acceded the throne of 
England, she would likely have aligned England with France, as she was its queen. 
Having Scotland, England, and France allied would have been disastrous for Philip and 
his holdings, so while he may have simply been trying to help Elizabeth and England to 
achieve some stability after Mary’s death, it is also likely that he was calculating what 
would have been least detrimental to his own lands.  
Later, in an interview just before Mary died, at an estate some 20 miles from 
London (most likely Brockett Hall), Feria dined with Elizabeth and her hosts, Lady 
Elizabeth FitzGerald and her husband Edward Fiennes de Clinton.334 FitzGerald had been 
raised at Mary and Elizabeth’s household in the 1530s, and shared their love of learning. 
She had been close to both of her kinswomen and had retained the favor of every Tudor 
monarch since her birth, a remarkable achievement. After dinner this particular evening, 
Elizabeth gave orders that only a few of her women were to remain in the room so she 
could speak privately with Feria. She assured him that they spoke no language other than 
English.335 This was most likely subterfuge on her part as Elizabeth allowed Lady 
Clinton to remain in the room, and due to her shared education with Elizabeth, Lady 
Clinton most likely was proficient in several languages, much like the Princess. However, 
Feria did not seem to mind if some of her ladies listened in as he “would prefer the whole 
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kingdom to hear what I wished to say to her,  for it was only to repeat what I had told her 
the last time of the good will and brotherly love that she would always find in your 
majesty.”336 Feria only sought to relay to Elizabeth Philip’s wishes that they remain 
friendly after her imminent succession, and to help her to remember all of the help that 
Philip tried to give her throughout his time as king of England.337 
While Elizabeth had, as far as documentary evidence shows, never asked Philip 
for his help, he chose to intercede with Mary and her Council on her behalf. Perhaps this 
was through the intervention of those close to Elizabeth who sought Philip’s assistance, 
but regardless of how Elizabeth’s situation came to his attention, he saw a problem that 
he could not solve with his own authority and worked to fix it through his influence with 
Mary. Whether or not his efforts were successful, or rather, whether or not Parliament 
asking Mary to proclaim Elizabeth as her successor was down to Philip’s intervention, he 
certainly felt like he was helping her (Elizabeth acknowledged his help and favor in 
releasing her from the Tower, but not in his efforts to smooth her path to the throne). 
While this was not a typical act of intercession, as Elizabeth did not petition him, I would 
argue that Philip still did indeed perform an intercession for Elizabeth’s benefit. He 
worked behind the scenes, writing letters and sending his representatives, to help Mary to 
change her mind on the matter of Elizabeth’s succession. Just because Elizabeth acceded 
to the throne after Mary does not necessarily mean that Philip’s intervention was 
successful, just as Elizabeth’s denial of Philip’s assistance does not negate his work.  
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Philip, navigating a new role, for both himself and an English king, managed to 
perform intercessions in ways and means similar to consorts before him, Katherine of 
Aragon included. While Katherine was often depicted as on her knees begging Henry 
mitigate his harsh justice, Mary was already inclined towards mercy and Philip did not 
need to perform such public acts of intercession. Instead, he followed in the footsteps of 
other consorts and performed his intercessory work behind the scenes and, through his 
own personal influence and through his representatives, worked to help his subjects and 
to soften Mary’s heart towards Elizabeth. His successor as consort, Anna of Denmark, 
also performed intercessions, mostly through her personal influence with her husband, 
James. 
Anna of Denmark – Queen of England, Scotland, and Ireland 
After arriving in Scotland in May 1590, Anna settled in to her role as consort by 
learning Scots and English in addition to French. She took her duties as consort seriously, 
and by the end of 1591 was regularly involving herself in intercessory acts to protect not 
only her Scottish subjects, but also Danish nationals. One of Anna’s first intercessory 
acts, according to extant records, shows her asking James to intervene with Elizabeth I of 
England regarding the case of Vicus Jhones Dilmarsian, a Dane whose ship on the way to 
trade in Spain, “wes taikin and interceptit be sum” English pirates.338 Apparently he and 
his merchandise were taken to London and “declaired to be a lauchfull pryis” where he 
had no redress against the pirates who had accosted and robbed him.339 Naturally, letters 
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requesting aid from the Danish royals were sent, and Anna was involved after being sent 
“sindrie lettres direct from Denmark.” Knowing of the friendly relationship between 
James and Elizabeth, it made sense for the Danes to involve Anna in this issue and it was 
“at hir desire” that James sent a personal letter to Elizabeth asking for her “to caus 
restitutioun be maid to this strangeare marchand of his said schip and guildis,” or if that 
was not possible to at least “be part redressed and satisfeied of his heavy losse that he be 
not utterlie ruynit, bot may have that confort to returne to his wounded trede.”340 Having 
Anna’s connections to the Danish empire on the Continent helped out the Scottish 
merchants immensely, and so it is only natural that James would foster the widening 
Scottish-Danish networks by leveraging his existing familial relationship to Elizabeth. 
She was, after all, his “dearest suster and cousine.”341  
Anna would continue to leverage her natal networks as well as build relationships 
within Scotland and Great Britain. Eventually, she corresponded with Elizabeth I herself, 
first in French then in English as her facility with the language grew.342 Language 
learning was key for Anna, and I will discuss more about the role of language acquisition 
in the coming chapters on the building of domestic and international networks, but 
learning Scots and English allowed Anna to fully immerse herself in court life in 
Scotland.  
Anna had, from her earliest actions in Scotland, demonstrated how highly she 
prized loyalty and how she gave it freely in return to those who had done well by her. 
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Generally, Anna took care of her friends, especially those who attended her in her 
household. One of her ladies, Jeanne Stewart, was one such recipient of Anna’s care and 
largesse. Jeanne, her mother Margaret, and two of her sisters, Mary and Martha, formed 
part of Anna’s household. Jeanne’s mother was important enough in Anna’s household 
that she had her own personal serving man and woman, along with a page.343 As a maid 
in Anna’s household, especially one with familial connections to high ranking Scottish  
diplomats and favorites, Jeanne could expect aid in return for her loyal service.  
Jeanne’s husband-to-be, Gilbert Kennedy of Barbany and Ardstinchar, was a son 
of Lord Bargany, Thomas Kennedy. The elder Kennedy had been implicated in a 
religious protest, and, according to A Chronicle of the Kings of Scotland, James decided 
to punish Thomas by marrying his son off to a young woman without a marriage portion. 
“Bargany was compellit to marie his eldest sone,” wrote the chronicler, “on the Quenis 
maiden, but tocher, to his grit vrak.”344 To deny tocher, or dowry, would make life quite 
difficult for the newlywed couple. It seems, as though, James was convinced to proceed 
more gently with the couple, as Jeanne had nothing to do with the protest at the Tolbooth 
in November 1596, and she was one of the ladies of Anna’s household. Instead of 
providing them with nothing, as was originally decreed, James gave her dresses, which 
could have been part of a bridal trousseau. He also gave her “a gown of fine purple velvet 
with incarnadine sleeves and skirt, with a damask ‘vasquine’ or skirt front, with two 
black velvet hoods.”345 Anna also helped to procure a loan for the dowry, with William 
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Stewart of Traquair as guarantor of the loan.346 Anna’s help was needed later for the 
same matter. In 1615, long after the marriage had taken place and both participants were 
dead, the couples’ son, Thomas, attempted to claim the sum from the son of the original 
guarantor as the disbursement had not occurred. Anna rallied support for the son of her 
late friend and asked Jean Ker, the countess of Roxburghe, to ask her husband to also 
intercede with James to simply pay off the dowry.347 
As is shown in the case of Jeanne Kennedy nee Stewart, Anna continued to 
support her friends and their families even after she became queen of England and even 
after their deaths. As queen of England, after 1603, Anna was able to extend her already 
broad network of allies. One of the men who she attempted to help was Sir Walter 
Ralegh, famed explorer of the last Tudor queen. Implicated in the Main Plot, Ralegh was 
charged with treason and committed to the Tower in 1603.348 After over a decade in the 
Tower, he was released under the condition that he “goe abroade with a keeper,” for his 
intended voyage of finding El Dorado. In the meantime, before the journey, he “should 
not presume to resort either to his Majesty’s Court, the Queene’s or Prince’s, nor goe into 
any publique assemblies whatsoever.”349 Ralegh and his fleet left in August of 1617 
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toward South America, but bad weather forced them to wait in Ireland for two months 
before they set sail again, finally arriving in November of that year. They landed at the 
Spanish settlement of San Thomé in early 1618 and promptly attacked said settlement, 
then burned said settlement to the ground. This aggression against Spain could not go 
unpunished by James, who had been trying to end hostilities between the kingdoms since 
he began his reign in England. The Spanish called for Ralegh’s death, and James was 
entirely prepared to give it to them.  
In anticipation of his execution, Ralegh was sent back to the Tower once again. In 
there, instead of writing more histories (as he did during his long imprisonment before), 
he wrote poetry – including a poem later called “Sir Walter Ralegh’s Petition to Queen 
Anne of Denmark.” In it, he beseeches her for justice and mercy, “to Her, who is the first, 
and may alone/Be justly called the Empress of the Bretanes./Who should have mercy if a 
Queen have none?”350 His plea to her made sense as they had struck up a friendship 
during his earlier imprisonment – indeed, he had befriended Prince Henry and King 
Christian as well.351  
All of his connections to the royal courts of England and Denmark did not help 
him to convince James, who had never had a good relationship with Ralegh, to release 
 
http://go.gale.com.libproxy.unl.edu/mss/i.do?id=GALE|MC4345980617&v=2.1&u=linc74325&it=r&p=SP
OL&sw=w&viewtype=Manuscript 
350 Sir Walter Ralegh, “Sir Walter Raleigh’s Petition to Queen Anne of Denmark; 1618,” in The Poems of 
Sir Walter Raleigh ed. by John Hannah (London: George Bell & Sons, 1892), #257.  
351 Anastasia Christine Baker, “Anna of Denmark: Expressions of Autonomy and Agency as a Royal Wife 
and Mother,” Unpublished MA Thesis. Portland State University, 2012, 81-82. Apparently, he had charmed 
Anna so much that when her brother, Christian, came to visit, he liked him so much that he asked James to 
allow Ralegh to relocate to Denmark. Robert Lacey, Sir Walter Raleigh (Forge Village, MA: Murray 
Printing, 1973), 322. “None but my father would keep such a bird in a cage,” Henry is reported to have said 
after one of his visits to Ralegh. Roger Coke, Detection of the Court and State of England, vol. 1 (London: 
Andrew Bell, 1696), 66. 
199 
 
 
him from the Tower. After his failed escape attempt in August of 1618, Anna continued 
her campaign to save his life, even if she could not secure his release. Having been 
routinely ill in the years since Henry’s tragic death, Anna did not have the regular contact 
with James that she once had. Instead, she mobilized one of her allies who had been close 
to James and who also owed her a debt, George Villiers. Villiers had been introduced to 
James by Anna, as a means of replacing one royal favorite with another. Her plan worked 
splendidly, and James quickly raised George to his highest of favorites.  
To help Ralegh, Anna reached out to George, to see if the favorite could bend 
James’ ear. Her letter to him survives: 
 My kind dogge, 
If I have any  power or credit with you, I pray you let me have a trail of it, 
at this time, in dealing sincerely and earnestly with the King, that Sir Walter 
Raleigh’s life may not be called into question. If you do it so, that the 
success answer my expectation, assure yourself that I will take it 
extraordinarily kindly at your hands, and rest one that wishes you well, and 
desires you to continew still, as you have been, a true servant to your master.  
 Anna R.352  
 In this case, Anna was not the individual to take the case to the King, instead, she 
was the one calling upon others for favors. While she was not the one who directly 
interceded with James, she was the one Ralegh asked for help. In her long career as 
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consort, both of Scotland and of England, Anna had built up a domestic network of 
supporters that was robust and powerful (that I will discuss more in the next chapter), and 
there were many who owed her debts of loyalty and gratitude. Villiers was one of those 
individuals, and while it is unknown if he followed through on her request, regardless, 
Anna’s efforts were ultimately unsuccessful. After the attempt through Villiers had 
failed, Anna tried again, this time writing to James directly. This was public knowledge 
about court, as John Chamberlain wrote to Dudley Carleton, “I heare the Quene wrote 
very earnestly to the King as he tendered her health to spare him [Ralegh] for that she had 
receved great goode by his receits.”353 This too, proved unsuccessful, as James needed to 
appease the Spanish after the razing of San Thomé, and the quickest way to calm them 
was with Ralegh’s death. Sir Walter Ralegh was executed on 29 October 1618. Brazen to 
the end, his legendary last words were “Strike, man, strike!”354   Even though Anna’s 
efforts were unsuccessful in the case of Sir Walter Ralegh, there were many intercessions 
performed by Anna that persuaded James to mercy or action. In this case, James valued 
peace with Spain over the life of one aging Elizabethan courtier, but Anna was far more 
successful with other intercessions. 
One such successful intercession involved James Elphinstone, later Lord 
Balmerino, who was Secretary of State for James in the late 1590s. Falsely accused to 
obtaining the King’s signature on a letter to Pope Clement VIII in 1599, Elphinstone 
almost met his end at the executioner’s block. However, due to Anna’s diligent work, 
Elphinstone’s life was spared. Elphinstone had been with James and Anna for years, 
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having served as a financial adviser for Anna soon after she arrived in Scotland. He 
performed so well in his job that by 1596, he had been appointed as a treasury 
commissioner.355 This was well and good for the capable Elphinstone, and he served 
James and Anna well.  The letter, upon which his reputation and life ultimately rested, 
asked Clement to offer William Chisholm, the bishop of Vaison, a cardinal’s hat, as well 
as extolling the virtues of the Catholic faith. This was a fairly typical example of 
correspondence between the Stewart royals and the Pope as Anna had also, after her 
conversion to Catholicism, sent letters to the pontiff to express similar sentiments. 
However, those letters did not normally make it to the desk of Elizabeth I. Elphinstone’s 
did.  
At this time, both James and Elphinstone insisted to Elizabeth that the letter 
absolutely must have been a forgery, and not to worry, they would investigate its origins. 
James had been cultivating a relationship with Elizabeth to be named her heir, and this 
sort of incident could have been damaging to that effort. It appears that Elizabeth was 
appeased with the forgery explanation and nothing was heard of the letter again for the 
next few years. Talk of the letter subsided until 1606, three years after Elizabeth’s death 
and James accession, when James began imposing more restrictions on English Catholics 
after the Gunpowder Plot. Robert Cecil, earl of Salisbury, in his capacity as secretary of 
state to James in England, put pressure on Elphinstone to take all responsibility for the 
letter as a means of taking all of the blame off of James. Eventually Elphinstone said that 
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he had written the letter on his own accord and slipped it into a pile of papers for James 
to sign.356  
In March of 1609, Cecil conducted a trial and the king gave his assent. The result 
was that Elphinstone was condemned as a traitor. He was sentenced to a traitor’s death of 
beheading, drawing, and quartering. To add insult to future injury, he was also attainted. 
Cecil had promised Elphinstone that, had he exonerated the king of any ill-doing, that his 
life would be spared (in addition to his fortunes). However, Cecil was not the king and 
could not make those promises – it was ultimately up to James to decide how to deal with 
his former, now utterly disgraced, minister.  
Upon the request of Lady Jane Drummond, countess of Roxburghe, one of the 
ladies of Anna’s household, Anna was moved to intercede with James to spare 
Elphinstone’s life. Jane had been with Anna since her days in Scotland and was her first 
lady of the bedchamber in both kingdoms, a highly influential woman in an important 
household placement. Elphinstone was Jane’s kinsman by marriage, and just before the 
trial in 1608, James “forbade Balmerino from writing to the queen for fear of what Jane 
may persuade Anna to do.”357 Both Jane and Anna implored the king to be lenient with 
Elphinstone, as he had been a loyal servant for years and, as everyone knew but was 
unable to say outright, he was completely innocent of the charges to which he 
confessed.358 This was just the sort of case which would move Anna to action, and 
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whether or not James was convinced by her pleas (and those of Jane Drummond) for 
clemency, he did grant Elphinstone his life. While the years of his life remaining were 
short, Elphinstone was at least allowed to live them out at his own estate at Balmerino.   
Anna’s intercessions tended to involve petitioners who were known to Anna 
personally or those who were close with individuals in her inner circle, such as Jane 
Drummond. However, the fact that Anna did not typically perform intercessions for those 
outside her circles (the beginning of her tenure as consort not withstanding) does show 
her to be a consort who interacted with her subjects in a different way. Anna’s preferred 
mode of interacting with the masses was through her patronage and on her progresses, 
when she was able to demonstrate largesse and nobility from her carriage or litter. In not 
performing many intercessions for those outside elite circles, Anna changed how a 
consort approached the role of intercession. Katherine, Philip, and Henriette Marie all 
adhered to an established medieval precedent in how to perform intercessions, for whom, 
and when. Anna, however, did not follow that precedent and worked diligently to help 
those who were close to her.  
In the final section of this chapter, I will demonstrate how Henriette Marie 
performed intercessions in that established medieval precedent, working to better the 
lives of English Catholics as well as Protestants. Like Anna, she eventually shifted what 
role a consort could play on the international stage, writing directly to the Pope and 
working to protect the honor of her sovereign spouse. Henriette Marie’s intercessions 
tended to follow that late medieval model – but her most urgent pleas for mercy and aid 
fell outside of that norm. Instead of asking for help on behalf of individual subjects, she 
was asking other rulers on behalf of her husband and their loyalist supporters. 
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Henriette Marie de Bourbon – Queen of England, Scotland, and Ireland 
 Henriette Marie was, from the earliest days of her marriage to Charles, entrusted 
with the task of bringing England back into the fold of the Roman Catholic Church by her 
mother and godfather. Having the pope as her godfather, with whom she would have an 
active correspondence, only could have added to the immense pressure placed upon her 
slight shoulders. She never managed to convert Charles, but she did successfully 
proselytize noble born women who were part of her social networks. Because of these 
efforts and her resolute determination to follow her faith, Henriette Marie was seen as a 
protector by Catholics in England. Over the course of her tenure as consort, she was 
petitioned by many Catholics who had been imprisoned or disallowed from receiving 
inheritances for her help.  
 As a Catholic consort, Henriette Marie was able to successfully project an image 
of Marian intercession, not only for Catholic subjects who sought her help but others who 
benefitted from her compassion. Her acts of intercession will lead this project forward, 
linking intercession with both the domestic and international networking chapters. 
Henriette Marie has remained well-known for her work on behalf of English Catholics, 
but in this section, I will also explore her surprising work on behalf of William Prynne 
and a series of nontraditional intercessions she performed on behalf of her husband.   
 Out of the consorts in this dissertation, it was perhaps Henriette Marie and 
Katherine of Aragon who had, through their myriad attempts at intercession, cultivated 
the strongest reputations of intercessory consorts in early modern English history. 
Katherine was well known, and well beloved, for her legendary intercession in the Evil 
May Day riots of 1517, and Henriette Marie was just as well loved by the English 
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Catholic population for her efforts on their behalf. As a proudly Catholic queen in a 
religiously divided kingdom, the majority of the population hostile to her faith, Henriette 
Marie was a magnet for the Catholic minority.  
 It was for these recusants that Henriette Marie performed ‘typical’ intercessions, 
or rather, those that followed the medieval pattern of queenly intercession. That pattern 
was as follows: she was petitioned or made aware of the need for her intervention.  She 
then had her council forward on the petition to Charles or brought up the situation with 
him herself. She then would be able to collect her Queen’s Gold or aurum reginae based 
upon her intervention. According to William Prynne, who possibly personally benefitted 
from Henriette Marie’s intervention, in 1636, the queen had petitioned Charles and “after 
a full hearing and debate of the antiquity and legality of this royal prerogative of 
AURUM REGINAE… the King was pleased to send this writ to the treasurer and barons 
of his Exchequer, for the levying of this Duty of Queen-gold for all fines and things out 
of which it was due.”359 Apparently this led to Charles II giving his mother, sometime 
before 1668, ten thousand pounds in gold to make up for the queens-gold she had earned 
but not received.360  
 Henriette Marie’s reputation for intercession was well earned. From the first years 
of her marriage to Charles petitions for her help streamed in from all over England. Some 
of these petitioners made clear that they were also Catholics and that the injustice they 
felt they had suffered was because of their faith while others did not. All were seeking the 
help of their new queen for some reason or another. The sheer number of petitions for her 
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aid suggests that she was both nondiscriminatory in who she helped and also her 
continued success as an intercessor – if she was not going to help, why bother asking? 
 In 1627, Henriette Marie was petitioned for the “enlargement”  or release of ten 
Catholic prisoners who had been kept at Newgate Prison “only for matter of religion.”361 
She must have felt that their cause had merit as she passed the petition on to the king’s 
Privy Council. The fact that her petition was on the remembrances of the January Privy 
Council meeting does not necessarily mean that she was successful in her attempt to 
obtain their release, but she did ensure that their plea was taken to the King. Further, a list 
from September 1629 names nineteen men who were either priests or Catholic prisoners 
who were set to be released by Henriette’s request. These men were housed all over 
England, in various London prisons from the Clink, the Gatehouse, Kingsbench, New 
Prison, and the Fleet to more far-flung prisons in Suffolk, Warwickshire, Lancaster, 
Hertfordshire, and York.362 The majority of the prisoners to be released were originally 
from Ireland, but a few were English and one was from Scotland, demonstrating to 
Henriette that there were Catholics throughout Charles’ three kingdoms who needed her 
help.  
 Another Catholic petitioner, a Nicholas Walker, petitioned Henriette Marie in 
early 1630 for her help in his obtaining his release from the “loathsome prison and 
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dungeon of Darby” due to their shared faith and the fact that he was “of the age of 100 
years or near thereabouts.”363 He had long adhered to the Catholic faith and had been sent 
by “the late Queene of Scotts of famous memorie” to France.364 Having served Mary, 
Queen of Scots faithfully, he had returned to Britain at some point and was eventually 
arrested on “suspition of being a Catholique priest.”365 If it was not possible to be entirely 
released from prison, Walker requested that he be entrusted to either to John Brillessord 
or John Grace, both of whom were Protestant landowners in Derby.  
 Over the course of a few years Henriette Marie had been petitioned several times 
by prisoners kept in York Castle. Sometime in 1633, she received a petition from Henry 
Routh and “fower other poore Catholick in Yorke Castle; and one in the Castle of 
Durham.”366 In this petition, Routh mentions that she had been entreated before to take 
their case to the King, and she appears to have done so as it had “gratiously pleased” 
Charles to grant their freedom; the King had “commanded Secretary Windebanck to 
signify his royall pleasure to the judges” and that “they should free all” who had been 
imprisoned “for matter of consciounce.”367 However, Justice Crawley decided to instead 
impose more fines and jail time on the prisoners, which being old and poor they had a 
difficult time paying.368 Routh asked Henriette to “take pitty of our miserable state, and 
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to procure at the hand of his most Excellent Maty; that hitherto your gracious intercession 
and his royall pleasure signified…” to Crawley that the Justice’s actions had been against 
the King’s pleasure and command.369 Hoping for himself and his co-petitioners to “be 
discharged of this long and miserable imprisonment upon giving good bond,” Routh 
closed the petition with his reminder that he would pray daily for the king and queen.370  
 While many supplicants were downtrodden Catholics, some were not, or at least 
did not mention their religious affiliations in their petitions. Some, such as Robert Hare in 
his 1633 petition, simply mentions that he had “grown so weak through infirmity” that 
unless he were allowed time out of doors “his life was in great danger.”371 Henriette 
Marie convinced the King that “upon his giving good security to attend the Board within 
10 days after notice,” Hare was released from prison.372 Other petitioners were women 
such as Marie Blithman. Blithman, a widowed mother with seven children, asked 
Henriette Marie, due to the queen’s noted “gracious compassion” towards widows to help 
with her eleven-year-old son, John Blithman.373 Marie wanted to secure him a placement 
at the Charterhouse Hospital in Sutton to train him to become a scholar. Marie was not 
“able to maintain him in that role,” and wanted the Queen’s financial support to send her 
son to school.374    
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 Just as with Katherine of Aragon’s legendary 1517 intercession, there were times 
that Henriette Marie was not petitioned by any supplicants for her aid. Instead, she simply 
felt the need to help, and so she did. One such incident involved the pamphleteer Puritan 
William Prynne. Prynne had been brought before the Star Chamber a couple of times for 
sedition, due to the invective rhetoric printed in his tracts. He was found guilty of sedition 
in 1633 after the publication of Histriomastix: The Player’s Scourge, or Actor’s Tragedy 
in the previous year.375 As one could expect from the title, Prynne attacked the theatre on 
the grounds he found it sinful, heathenish, lewd, and unchristian. He had the unfortunate 
timing to publish just before Henriette Marie performed on the court stage in Walter 
Montagu’s The Shepherd’s Paradise. The production, a Christmas present for Charles 
which lasted for about seven or eight hours, allowed Henriette Marie to showcase her 
mastery of the English language as well as highlight the wealth and majesty of the 
Caroline court.376 Prynne’s major fault, or at least what Henriette Marie’s attorney 
general Sir John Finch argued, was that the tract was slanderous against the Queen.377  
 Prynne felt that his defense was watertight as the thousand-page tome had been 
written, licensed, and published all before the Queen had performed in her play. 
However, news of Henriette Marie’s preparations for the pastoral were buzzing about the 
English and other royal courts for at least three months before the performance and 
Prynne could not account for the fact that there had been a small addition to the index just 
before publication under the search term “women actors.” When one flips to the page in 
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the index of women actors, one finds that upon five pages in the text are mentions that 
women actors are “notorious whores.”378 Looking at the historiographical evidence 
surrounding the last-minute additions to Histriomastix, Randy Robertson notes that while 
the timing of the publication as a whole could have been meant to deflect blame from 
Prynne, the additional leaves in the index naming women actors as whores and that the 
“only actresses to whom he [Prynne] refers in the entire work are the ‘French-women 
Actors, [who acted] in a Play not long since personated in Blackefriers Play-house to 
which there was great resort,’” were meant to make it obvious that the index term was to 
“be read as a sly hit at the queen.”379  
 For her part, at least according to Prynne, the Queen took his possible insults in 
stride. While many rushed to defend her, as Edward Sackville, the 4th earl of Dorset, did 
in the Star Chamber proceedings, she did not necessarily need their assistance. A royalist 
to his core, Dorset proclaimed, “Her heart is full of honor; her soul of chastity.”380 
Indeed, he continued in his vehement defense of Henriette Marie’s religion, which was 
another sore spot for Prynne, as “were all such Saints as she, I think the Roman church 
were not to be condemned.”381 Although it was clear to all of the Privy-Counselors-turn-
Judges in the Star Chamber, as well as Henriette Marie’s own Attorney General Sir John 
Finch, that Prynne had intended to maliciously libel the Queen’s scandalous choices in 
acting upon the courtly stage, Prynne himself later wrote of the Queen’s mercy. In his A 
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New Discovery of the Prelate’s Tyranny, published in 1641, Prynne wrote that, regarding 
the execution of his sentence, that “many of the Lords never dreamed of any execution of 
this hard judgement, and the Queene (whom it most concerned) earnestly interceded to 
his Majesty to remit its execution; yet such was the prelates power and malice, that on the 
seventh, and tenth of May following, (even in cold blood) it was fully executed with great 
rigour.”382 In his retelling, Prynne conveniently ignored the libel against the king and 
court to focus on the Queen and her intercession. He had not petitioned her, at least in 
this version of events. Instead, she was driven with compassion for Prynne, someone who 
had possibly wronged her – living up to the sterling description of her that Dorset had put 
forth in the Star Chamber trial.  
 If this did indeed happen as Prynne later related it, then Henriette Marie’s 
intercession here was much like Katherine of Aragon’s in 1517. Even though she, and 
those close to her had been wronged, Henriette Marie chose to be merciful and took the 
high road, so to speak. Although she did not seek to have him proclaimed innocent of 
libel, she did work to have his sentence commuted, so he would not have his ears docked 
or pay a princely sum in fines - although all of this would happen, and later he would be 
branded “SL” on his cheek for seditious libel. Even though her supposed intercession was 
unsuccessful, the fact that she possibly attempted it speaks for her character and to her 
efforts to be an ally for the English, not just the English Catholics. At least, it speaks to 
the image that Prynne was trying to build of the queen. Perhaps he was attempting to 
appeal to her and Charles for a lesser sentence or show that he did not actually mean to 
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slander her in Histriomastix by portraying her in such a positive light in A New 
Discovery.  
 In the final unusual act of intercession I will discuss in this chapter, Henriette 
Marie performed an atypical series of intercessions, in which she interceded not with her 
husband for his aid, but for her husband to obtain aid for him. These intercessions took 
the traditional formula of intercession and adapted the trope to the drastic circumstances 
of the English Civil Wars. In these interecessions, Henriette Marie traveled through 
western Europe and begged for aid in her husband’s war against Parliament. She was 
only able to do so due to her extensive natal networks of support – she was a daughter of 
Henri IV, after all. Henriette Marie was well connected through her familial networks to 
the ruling families of Europe. When Charles and the Royalists went to war with the 
Parliamentarians in the English Civil Wars of the 1640s, Henriette Marie’s chief role was 
as an intercessor or intermediary between the Royalist cause and the other royal courts of 
Europe. She utilized her kinship and her friendship networks to solicit guns, soldiers, and 
money for her husband’s cause.  
 Under the not-so-subtle pretense of taking her eldest daughter, Mary the princess 
royal to the girl’s fiancé in Holland, and to taking in the spa waters for her ailing health, 
Henriette Marie left England on 23 February 1642.383 While she was planning to do both 
of those things, the queen was primarily escaping abroad for her own safety and to seek 
aid for Charles. Parliament, called again after Charles’ Personal Rule (1629-1640), was 
on the whole threatened by Henriette Marie’s successful conversion of many courtiers to 
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Catholicism and by her growing influence over Charles, and so sought her impeachment. 
As Carolyn Harris notes, at least by May of 1642, Henriette Marie was well aware of the 
grumblings in Parliament, and left England for the safety of the Continent.384 In a letter to 
Jeanne de Harlay, known affectionately to Henriette Marie as “Mamie” St. George, the 
Queen wrote, “unless I had made up my mind to a prison, I could not remain there 
[England]… but their [Parliament’s] design was to separate me from the king my lord, 
and they have publicly declared that it was necessary to do this; and also that a queen was 
only a subject, and was amenable to the laws of the country like other persons.”385  
 Having achieved her physical safety, and that of her eldest daughter by escorting 
the ten-year-old to Holland, Henriette Marie set about selling or pawning jewels 
belonging to herself, Charles, and the Crown. Holland was an important trading center 
and would have been one of the best places for Henriette Marie to raise funds for her 
cause. It also was close enough to France that members of the French royal court could, 
should they choose discretion, support Henriette Marie’s efforts without doing so 
openly.386 After taking a couple of days to settle in after landing, Henriette Marie began 
the process of selling or pawning their jewels, which one contemporary report valued at 
1,265,300 guilders.387 At the Hague, she hosted a viewing party, in hopes of enticing 
some wealthy Dutch to part with their gold for her jewels. However, there were many in 
the upper echelons of Dutch society who sympathized with Parliament or doubted that 
Henriette Marie had legitimate ownership of the jewels, which made selling them 
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difficult. She only managed to procure about half of the funds she was expecting, most of 
that on jewels that she clearly was the sole owner.388 While selling her jewels would not 
have been an intercession on her part, the fact that she was at the Hague, entreating her 
new in-laws for their support was. She utilized more than their hospitality, which would 
have been expected, she piggy-backed onto their social hierarchy and networks to secure 
potential buyers.  
 After failing to meet her goals by selling the jewels, Henriette Marie turned to 
pawning them. “I send you [Charles] copies of what I sent by him [a servant], which is 
about what must be done to pawn our great collar,” she wrote in a letter to Charles, which 
also detailed her plans for Charles to take Hull, Newcastle, or Berwick, so that he would 
have access to a seaport.389 The collar in question, a ruby collar, she tried to pawn to the 
King of Denmark. She had not given up hope in beseeching help from Holland though, as 
she wrote to Charles, “Every day hopes are given me that those of Amsterdam will lend 
me money.”390 
 Holland was not the only place Henriette Marie sought help. While safely 
ensconced in The Hague, she began a tireless letter writing campaign, beginning with her 
family and their connections in France. In a letter written 28 May 1642, Henriette Marie 
flattered and cajoled her way to securing support from Leon le Bouthilier, Comte de 
Chavigny, who was a part of Cardinal Richelieu’s network. “I trust so much in your 
generosity, and in the assurances that you have given me of your affection, that I venture 
to believe that, when opportunities arise, you will do it,” she wrote, also noting that she 
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was sending more specific information with the letter’s carrier.391 From others of her 
letters, it is easy to track some of the people she sought to help her husband’s cause – 
Frederick Henry, the Prince of Orange, Elizabeth the Winter Queen and Charles Louis, 
Charles’ sister and nephew, and Louis XIII, Henriette Marie’s brother. From Frederick 
Henry, perhaps the greatest ally she had on the Continent, she managed to procure aid in 
finding soldiers, horses, specialists, and supplies such as cannons, gunpowder, and 
pistols.392 She also convinced him to offer a personal guarantee to the merchants of 
Amsterdam if they were to offer her loans on her jewels.393 While Elizabeth and Charles 
Louis were not in a position to offer money or soldiers, as they were at The Hague in 
exile, they did have connections. In another letter, Henriette Marie wrote to her husband 
that, “The elector [Charles Louis] has proposed to me to go to Denmark himself for your 
service.”394 This made sense as the king of Denmark, Christian IV, was Charles and 
Elizabeth’s uncle. Christian IV was fond of his older sister Anna, Charles’ mother, 
having spent his formative years with her at their grandparents’ home, and maintained 
relations with her after she married James VI and became queen of Scots. Utilizing this 
familial network was a sound strategy, and at that particular moment, Denmark was in a 
place to provide ships, sailors, and soldiers for Charles’ cause. This support did not 
materialize, so Charles Louis’ enthusiasm to help was shifted away from Denmark and 
used to help secure Hull in England instead.  
 After a somewhat disappointing return in monies from sales of her small jewels, 
Henriette Marie began preparations to return to England, having spent a year abroad. 
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After a harrowing sea journey, the Queen landed hear Bridlington, where she was well 
received. Dauntless in her efforts of interceding for her husband abroad, she was quickly 
put back into a traditional role upon landing when Lord Thomas Fairfax sent a letter to 
her, offering safe conduct to Oxford to meet Charles. He wrote that, “ [he] doth infinitely 
rejoice the hearts of all men that wish and hope by Your Majesty, to procure a speedy 
settling of these great distractions, and that by the power influence of your majesty’s 
presence and mediation with his majesty, this kingdom (that hath tasted nothing but warre 
and misery since Your departure) shall now be restored to the happy condition of 
Peace…”395 Indeed, Henriette was seen as a possible mediatrix to bring a speedy end to 
the conflict – of course Fairfax may have been duplicitous and hoping to capture the 
Queen to use as a means to bring Charles to heel, but his wording in this letter shows his 
understanding of a consort’s role as mediator and peace-weaver between the sovereign 
and their people. Asking for her help in bringing an end to the war was an 
acknowledgement of her authority and power – showing that he believed she had enough 
influence with Charles to bring about that happy condition of peace.  
 Henriette Marie’s career as an intercessor consort was unusual in that she not only 
mediated for her subjects in England but abroad as well. She was able to successfully 
cultivate a reputation as an effective, merciful consort who was able to bring about 
change for the disaffected in England – Catholic and Protestant alike. Her dedication to 
intercession and mediation took her to Holland, France, and eventually she and her eldest 
son Charles crafted an English court in exile in France, banking on the generosity of her 
nephew, Louis XIV. Her career as an intercessory consort demonstrated just how 
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important familial and cultivated networks were as a means of exercising influence at 
home and abroad – without her ability to foster, through patronage, progresses, and 
charitable works, those domestic networks of support, she would not have been able to 
call upon English Catholics to donate to Charles’ war efforts nor become the She-Majesty 
Generalissima during the Wars of the Three Kingdoms. Without her closely knit familial 
networks, natal and marital, she could not have mustered the guns, soldiers, ships, horses, 
or money she needed to supply Charles’ war efforts nor have had the emotional support 
to continue after his execution. It is to these networks that we now turn, first to the 
cultivation and activation of domestic networks and then to international diplomacy in the 
final chapter.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: DOMESTIC NETWORKING – PATRONAGE, 
PROGRESSES, AND PERFORMANCE  
 A network of computers is crafted of nodes and connections, and networks of 
people function in similar ways – to add access to information and provide additional 
support for the completion of tasks among other functions. One of the most important 
roles a consort filled was that of a node in a far-reaching network that spanned the 
furthest reaches of Europe – to wherever family, friends, and allies were. Marriage to a 
foreign-born consort generally brought English rulers familial and friendship connections 
to the rest of Europe that they themselves did not previously have. Marrying also, as 
Carolyn Harris reminds us, “provided an opportunity for subjects to identify with their 
sovereigns.”396 Marriage was (and still largely is) seen as an important life event – and 
subjects could empathize with the royal couple as the royal couple could have anxieties 
that mirrored those of their subjects. But a marriage between two people in rural 
Cornwall typically would not have the same international importance as did the marriage 
between the scions of two ruling houses.397 For example, by marrying Margaret Tudor, 
James IV of Scotland hoped to have peace between the two warring realms on Britannia. 
While the Treaty of Perpetual Peace, as it was charmingly named, did not succeed (in 
1513, to support his French allies, James IV invaded England, as I will discuss in this 
chapter), that sort of attempt, by marrying one member of a warring realm’s royal family 
to the heir (or monarch) of another was sometimes successful, sometimes not, but it did 
not stop families from attempting the act of marriage as a method of peacemaking – and I 
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will discuss the marriage stipulations in the next chapter that focuses on International 
Networking. The domestic networks which were built of friendship and obligation gave 
consorts support and the ability to make change in England on their own – outside of the 
influence of the sovereign.  
 Domestic networks were built over time and through effort- by means of gift 
giving, patronage, and by finding shared interests and passions. In a broader sense, 
building domestic networks can also look like building a supportive foundation of power 
within England. This was done through, among other acts, works of charitable giving and 
progresses, which gave these subjects the opportunity to benefit from, see, and sometimes 
interact with the consort.  
 Above all, building a strong, robust domestic network was necessitated upon 
language and cultural learning. While many courtiers could speak Spanish, Latin, 
German, or French, not all of them could, and it was less likely that one would find 
subjects outside of London speaking anything but English. Because of the language and 
cultural barriers, which were most strongly felt by Henriette Marie as she was an openly 
Catholic consort in a decidedly anti-Catholic England, consorts who did not speak 
English or perform religion in a contemporary socially acceptable way had a much more 
difficult time acclimating or becoming popular with their subjects. 
 In the course of this chapter, I will select a few representative examples of 
important relationships, language and cultural learning, patronage and pilgrimages, and 
other key events in which these consorts participated.398  To be a successfully integrated 
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consort, one would have to also successfully perform “Englishness.” A nebulous term at 
the best of times, it is difficult to pin down exactly what an objective definition of 
Englishness would be – other than “not foreign.” By examining the careers of each of 
these consorts, Katherine, Philip, Anna, and Henriette, I show that while speaking 
English and adopting certain of English customs, especially as Katherine’s career 
showed, that one could become enduringly popular with one’s subjects, that popularity 
was only a byproduct of successfully performing the roles of a consort. A cherry on the 
top, if you will. Katherine, out of all of the consorts whose tenures I am exploring, 
learned to perform “Englishness” best. Perhaps she was the only one who really 
attempted it – Philip was absent from England for much of his tenure, Anna did fully 
integrate into the upper echelons of English society but she and Henriette Marie largely 
introduced more cultural change at the English court than they adopted.  
 However, it was more than just Katherine’s adoption of drinking Welsh beer and 
wine instead of water or learning French and English that made her a beloved consort for 
generations after her death. She learned English and once she had the means to provide 
funding, she became a patron of scholars, musicians, and artists – all of whom brought 
magnificence and prestige to the English courts. The enduring love of her subjects partly 
came from the story of her life – her struggles and triumphs. The fact that she, through 
her marriages to Arthur and then Henry, conferred prestige and legitimacy as she was a 
scion of one of Europe’s most powerful houses. England sought a Spanish alliance – and 
as a young woman, she seemed unthreatening and biddable. This was one of the reasons 
why Philip was not as popular outside of courtly circles – he, and his native Spain, were 
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too powerful in his own right and he was feared rather than loved. Philip also never 
learned English. Anna, a devoted polyglot in an age of multilingual education as the 
norm, knew English before she ever set foot on English soil – the only one of the consorts 
in this study to do so. Henriette Marie followed very much in Katherine’s and Anna’s 
footsteps in how she built up her domestic network of support – and did so successfully. 
So while performing Englishness, or at least giving the impression that one was 
attempting to integrate to life in England, was important for a consort’s ability to generate 
devotion from subjects – there was more to a consort’s role than simply being loved 
(which, like performing Englishness, is a nebulous and inexact term). Being loved was an 
important byproduct of a successful campaign to create a robust domestic network – and 
allowed them to more effectively function as a counterweight to the sovereign. Even 
when a consort was able to develop a far-reaching domestic network that did not 
necessarily mean that they were loved – what they did have were allies. By developing 
working relationships with their English subjects, these consorts were able to effect 
positive (or negative) change depending on their interests. Performing the roles of a 
consort well allowed these individuals to build an alliance organization within England 
which could be engaged in any number of activities beneficial to either England, the 
consort, or both.  
Katherine of Aragon - Dowager Princess of Wales and Queen of England 
Just like most, if not all of England’s foreign-born consorts, Katherine had never 
set foot on English soil before she was set to wed into the ruling dynasty. Transitioning 
from being seen only as a Spanish Infanta to performing the role of an English consort 
was a process which took years for the teenager to perfect, just as it did for each of the 
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successful consorts in this dissertation. For Katherine, she first needed to learn English 
and then how to behave at the English court, which had a strikingly different culture to 
the unified Spanish court she had left behind. She left a court where both her mother and 
father were sovereign rulers in their own rights, where decorum was strict, and she spoke 
the language and performed the cultural norms fluently.  
 That is not to say that she had to learn to perform Englishness on her own. In a 
1498 report back to La Católica, the most Catholic monarchs Fernando y Isabel, the 
Spanish ambassador Rodrigo de Puebla in England expressed some of the suggestions 
that Margaret Beaufort and the Queen, Elizabeth of York had provided to make 
Catalina’s transition into her life as Katherine easier. They hoped that she might learn to 
speak French with her sister-in-law, Margaret of Austria, so that she could speak with 
many at the English court. “This is necessary,” De Puebla reported as, “these ladies do 
not understand Latin, and much less, Spanish.”399 Katherine’s French skills were put on 
display nearly a lifetime later, in 1529 when she was in the middle of her divorce 
hearings – speaking with Cardinals Wolsey and Campeggio in French (and chiding them 
for attempting to speak in Latin).400  
Of course, Katherine had been taught Latin and wrote letters in that scholarly 
language to her betrothed, Arthur. Katherine’s skills in Latin were put to good use when 
she wrote first to her future husband, and later to his father. But communicating with 
Arthur and his family was only one small fractional part of what she would have to learn 
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to get along in England. Latin, while it would not be helpful in speaking with the ladies 
of the English court would come in handy later when she was running her own estates – 
Latin was the primary legal language in England and being able to read contracts herself 
was invaluable to an English landlord. 
Margaret and Elizabeth also recommended that Katherine “accustom herself to 
drink wine,” which was important for her health as, “The water of England is not 
drinkable, and even if it were, the climate would not allow the drinking of it.”401 This, 
too, would have been a small part of the larger adjustments that Catalina would have to 
make in becoming Katherine – in Spain, she could drink water and eat the foods that she 
had grown up loving. She could wear Spanish style clothing without receiving negative 
comments or ride her horse side-saddle without it being ‘backwards.’ Everything in 
England would be different, and she would have to deal with all of the changes with 
grace to gain the love and respect of her new subjects. She was only 15 years old.  
 There were some steps her parents had taken to ensure that her difficult transition 
would be a little easier – this included the members of the household they had sent with 
her and the level of communication they had with Henry and Elizabeth through de Puebla 
and their own letter writing. Elizabeth of York, especially, was conscientious about 
sending letters to Isabel. Knowing that sending her youngest child away in marriage to a 
foreign kingdom would be difficult for Isabel, Elizabeth did her best to reassure her sister 
queen that Katherine would be treated and loved as if she were her own flesh and blood, 
“We wish and desire from our heart that we may often and speedily hear… of the health 
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and safety of the aforesaid most illustrious Lady Katherine our common daughter.”402  
Both her birth parents and her new marital relations had worked to ease the young 
woman’s transition into English life by drafting up lists of household members – those 
who would be sent with her, such as her duenna Elvira Manuel or her close friend, Maria 
de Salinas, and those who awaited her in England to serve her such as Margaret de la 
Pole.403  
 Learning to perform Englishness for Catalina began with those key aspects of 
court life- being able to converse with her new family and her household and to become 
an ornament at court. Standing out for her otherness, her difference, would not have 
allowed her to win the hearts of her new subjects. She needed to find ways to connect 
with them – luckily she knew how to perform her devotion to the Church in ways that, 
while sometimes seen as ‘other’ in the English court or perhaps excessive, were generally 
not seen in a negative light.404 Indeed, pious women were not uncommon in the court at 
the time, as Margaret Beaufort was well renowned for her piety and charity. In that 
respect, Katherine fit right in, and as we have seen in the previous chapter, took it upon 
herself to become a successor of sorts to Margaret in her efforts to foster an educated 
class in England.  
 In some ways, Katherine was always marked out as an ‘other,’ but that was not 
always seen in a negative light, as she brought piety and a certain Spanish je ne sais quoi 
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to the English royal court. While her religious performance may have been seen as a little 
excessive, it was not seen as out of the ordinary or generally as a bad thing at all.405 Her 
clothing marked her out as a both an ‘other’ and as a leader in fashion in the English 
court, but it was her capacity for learning and her performance of empathy that allowed 
her to truly become an English consort. Before she left her parents’ kingdoms, she had 
been trained in all of the subjects deemed necessary to perform an elegant femininity but 
also to lead a large household of servants and attendants, let alone a kingdom of subjects. 
According to the impeccable work of Theresa Earenfight, by the age of eleven, the young 
infanta was well versed in the performance of her religion by owning and carrying a 
breviary.406 At twelve, “she was expected to exercise some discretion and had learned to 
supervise servants.”407 And she was also taught both the femininized arts of sewing and 
needlework as well as playing the harp and clavichord.408 Catalina was just as 
accomplished in her intellectual pursuits, which set the stage for Katherine to later gain 
acclaim at the English courts. Having learned Latin later in life, Isabel ensured that all of 
her children were taught the lingua franca of Europe. Catalina learned Latin from Beatriz 
Galindo, the same Latina who taught her mother, and the infanta was also tutored in 
French (perhaps at the request of Margaret and Elizabeth), English, and German.409  
 Isabel had grown up self-conscious about her education and how it did not 
prepare her for ruling Castile, and as a result, she set about hiring tutors for herself as 
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well as for her children’s extensive educational programs.410 In addition to the languages, 
musical, and fine needlework in Catalina’s curricula, she was also taught dancing, 
falconry, horse riding, and hunting.411 All of these pursuits were designed to ensure that 
Catalina would be an ornament of whatever court she would eventually join, and enough 
to ensure that the princesa de Gales would be able to perform all of the necessary duties 
of a royal consort. For Isabel, it would have been unthinkable to send her daughter off to 
foreign soil without making sure she could at least communicate effectively with her 
newfound subjects or the royal court. Having French under her belt helped, but English 
would be most important, as Isabel knew. Speaking in English would allow Katherine to 
build a connection with her newfound subjects. While she would spend the rest of her life 
speaking English with a Spanish accent, she did become fluent in the language over her 
years there. She preferred to write in Spanish and Latin, and in 1505, during her 
widowhood, Henry would complain through his ambassadors to her father that she could 
“speak some and understand much more” English, but that she was not yet fluent.412  
 Building a network in England would be a difficult task, but luckily, as the 
beautiful young bride of a beloved prince, her task was made a bit easier. Katherine and 
Arthur waited for a little over a month after their wedding before heading to Ludlow 
Castle in Wales to take up residence.413 Perhaps this time was used to help Katherine 
learn more about running her English household, introduce her to her new servants, and 
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let her get to know her marital relations. The Receyt of the Ladie Kateryne describes in 
detail the multitude of celebrations after her wedding, including jousts, banquets, and 
other courtly entertainments. While the celebrations would have quieted down by the 
time Katherine and Arthur made their way to Wales, these were prime opportunities for 
the Princess to meet courtiers, important nobles, and her new family members. They were 
also times for her to be shown off as a glittering prize that had been won by Henry VII 
through statecraft.  
 Henry VII’s relationship with Katherine was one that had been born of politics 
but, at least in these beginning stages, seemed to have been one of genuine affection, or at 
least one of affection performed well. A charming story, perhaps one that inspired a 
similar scene in Disney’s Beauty and the Beast, showcases how he understood his new 
daughter-in-law well and how he demonstrated paternal care for her. After a majority of 
her Spanish attendants had been sent back home, which was a traumatic experience she 
expected but was still difficult, Katherine demonstrated “great hevynes” and “suffer[ing] 
the departing of frenship and company.”414 Intuiting the intellectual interests of his new 
daughter-in-law, Henry had her and some of her English ladies “brought to a library of 
[h]is, wherein he shewed unto her many goodly pleasaunt bokes of werkes full delitfull, 
sage, mery, and also right cunning, bothe in Laten and in Englisse.”415 Also correctly 
gauging the young Katherine’s interests, Henry also:  
to augment and increase gladdess, mytigat sorowe, refresshe and compforte 
the sperites of her, hes prudent Highnes had ordeigned and provydid there a 
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jueller with many rynges with precious stonys and houges dimensentes and 
jewelles of moost goodly fachion…. And there desired her to overse them 
and beholde them well, and aftir that to chose of them oon such as likyd her 
best.416 
Knowing too, that she was her mother’s daughter and well trained as a royal mistress 
herself, he also provided the ladies of her household with jewels.417 This demonstrated to 
her not only his wealth but also his generosity, which was freely shared with her at this 
time. Henry continued to help Katherine after Arthur’s death in April 1502 by providing 
her a house on the Strand to live in and to give her an allowance to sustain her household. 
This support could have been due to Elizabeth of York’s influence as after her death in 
1503 Henry’s aid to Katherine became more sporadic and sharply lessened after Isabel’s 
death in 1504. A network of women, headed by Elizabeth and Isabel, worked to ensure 
Katherine had the support she needed to survive in England. Alas, Katherine had 
problems keeping peace in her household, especially with her duenna Elvira Manuel, 
which frustrated both Henry and Fernando. Elvira’s influence would later cause 
Katherine to support an alliance between Philip the Fair and Henry, instead of her 
father’s interests. After Elvira’s participation in the plot was uncovered, she was sent 
away to the Netherlands under the pretense of needing a specialist eye doctor. She never 
returned to Katherine’s service. 
 Of course, not all of Katherine’s Spanish attendants had been sent away. While it 
was a difficult time for the Princess, she was able to soldier on in creating a mixed 
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Spanish-English power base through the marriages of her remaining household members. 
Until her later marriage to Henry VIII, Katherine could not afford to send off her 
attendants in proper style. As Katherine wrote to her father, in a letter from 1506, 
“Calderon, who brings this letter, has served me very well. He is now going to be 
married. I have not wherewith to recompense him.”418 It was not until after her marriage 
to Henry VIII that she was able to provide for her attendants directly, especially on the 
occasions of their marriages, usually into English households. 
 Just after her arrival, Katherine also became close with her new mother-in-law, 
Elizabeth of York. Elizabeth had been an important part of Katherine’s reception, as 
Michelle Beer notes, “Elizabeth was responsible for ordering and providing the transport, 
including litters, chairs and palfreys for Catherine’s ladies, and her master of the horse 
was in charge of outfitting the harnesses and saddles for the princess and her pages.”419 
Elizabeth, like Margaret Beaufort, was also influential in helping choose Katherine’s 
English household. The English queen also took the time to meet with the teenager, 
inviting her to Baynard’s Castle where she danced and relaxed with her new daughter-in-
law.420 Elizabeth continued to exhibit care for Katherine after Arthur’s death as well. 
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Indeed, it was the bereaved mother who paid for the litter to bring the now dowager 
princess of Wales back to London.421 
 Becoming close with both of her parents-in-law was an important step (after 
acquainting herself with her new husband and household) in gaining a support system in 
England. During this foundational time, she also became close with two people who 
would eventually become some of her most ardent supporters during the King’s Great 
Matter – Margaret de la Pole and Mary Tudor, Henry VII’s youngest surviving daughter. 
It would have been a natural thing for Katherine and Mary to have been introduced and to 
spend time together before Katherine left with Arthur to head to Ludlow, and then again 
when the newly-widowed Katherine moved back to London. While Mary did not 
accompany Katherine west, Margaret did. Margaret de la Pole’s husband, Richard, had 
been Arthur’s lord chamberlain so it was only natural that Margaret would have a place 
in Katherine’s household while the princess and Arthur were at their residence in Wales. 
It was there that Margaret and Katherine struck up what would be a life-long friendship.  
 Katherine quickly proved to be popular outside of the landed elites as well – from 
her first meetings with the English they were entranced by her. As soon as she had landed 
in 1501 she was welcomed by people who had “with all goodlie manner and haste sped 
theymself with right honorable gieftes to repaire to that noble princesse.”422 Katherine 
was heartily welcomed by English subjects in Plymouth, where she landed, as John P. D. 
Cooper notes, “On landing in Plymouth, she was showered with impractical gifts: the 
receivers’ accounts list £6 6s 8d. worth of oxen, twenty-four sheep, and three hogsheads 
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of wine and ‘a pipe of meskedell’.”423 The town was also keen impress and entertain their 
royal visitor, which was surely a rare occasion. After she had processed to the church to 
give thanks for her safe landing, Katherine was treated to the aforementioned gifts, which 
probably represent what the townspeople had on hand that was of decent value, and with 
revels -as Cooper deduces from records of payments made to her musicians.424 Katherine 
was not expected at Plymouth, so the town was not able to prepare as well as, for 
example, Southampton had, as they had been expecting her in 1501, and again they had 
enough forewarning for Philip’s landing in 1554. Still, they did the best they could with 
the surprise visit and aptly demonstrated their enthusiasm for the Princess’ arrival.  
After her marriage to Henry in 1509, she was even more celebrated. Her story was 
like a real-life fairy tale, and her trials and tribulations won her the love of the English. 
After Henry’s accession to the throne, Katherine had access to more opportunities to put 
herself in front of her people and to provide for them. With her piety, her devotion to 
funding religious causes, her charity (expressed through her Maundy ceremonies, among 
other events and acts), and especially her progresses and pilgrimages, the English people 
were able to connect emotionally with their queen through her interests and passions, not 
just her dramatic story.  
 Progresses, pilgrimages, and patronage were strategies that individuals could 
employ to show themselves to others in a magnanimous and positive light. That is not to 
say that the choices to go on pilgrimage or to provide for a poor child’s education, for 
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example, were not genuinely motivated by kindness or empathy, but only that they were 
public demonstrations of that kindness and empathy. By allowing others to see them 
perform this kindness and empathy, regardless of its emotional origin, it was a chance to 
follow the teachings in The Treasure of the City of Ladies. “Although almsgiving should 
be done secretly (the reason for this is so that the person who gives them may not be 
puffed up with pride about it, for that is a mortal sin),” cautioned Christine de Pizan in 
her 1405 book, “if she did not feel any pride in her heart, it would be better to give 
publicly than in secret, because she would set a good example to others.”425 By 
performing pilgrimages and giving alms along the way, consorts could be seen as role 
models for their subjects. Progresses were a bit different in that regard, as while there 
may have been a charitable component to them, they were used as a means of asserting 
monarchical dominance and to show favor to individuals or families who resided outside 
of London. Of course, for a royal entourage, a pilgrimage functioned in a similar way to a 
royal progress, in the eager eyes of the subjects along the way.  
 Throughout her tenure as queen consort, Katherine was known for her piety and 
her pilgrimages, and she went several times to one of England’s most important 
pilgrimage sites, Our Lady of Walsingham in Norfolk. Our Lady of Walsingham shrine 
was symbolically tied to fertility and childbirth, which was why, after the birth of her first 
son Henry in 1511, that she promised to make a pilgrimage to the shrine. Her husband 
Henry managed to visit the shrine shortly thereafter, but it took Katherine several years to 
fulfill her vow.426  Perhaps at Katherine’s insistence, as she was not able to visit right 
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away, in June of that year Henry’s accounts record a payment of 20l for a “part payment 
for glazing Our Lady’s Chapel at Walsingham.”427 He did not visit to give thanks or 
beseech the Virgin at the shrine for help during any other of Katherine’s pregnancies, but 
she went several times after her first visit in 1515, perhaps asking for a divine boon to aid 
her in becoming pregnant or in keeping a pregnancy to term. Perhaps she felt that she had 
left her vow unfulfilled too, and decided to make up for the delay with more visits– she 
had felt remiss in not visiting after little Henry’s birth (and death), so much so that she 
mentioned it in a letter to her husband Henry, after her victory at Flodden Field in 1513 
that “…and now [I] goo to our Lady at Walsyngham that I promised soo long agoo.”428 
Having gone to Our Lady of Walsingham, Katherine later made a pilgrimage to the 
shrine of St. Frideswide in Oxford in 1518, the year of her final miscarriage.429 She made 
good use of the trip north – having gone to check on some scholars she provided with 
scholarships and to stop at the shrine on pilgrimage.  
 One of the ways that Katherine demonstrated her piety was through almsgiving 
and performing rituals and acts of religious devotion. According to Philippa Woodcock, 
Katherine’s yearly budget as consort was about £4000 annually, and “this was not all 
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spectacular consumption as presents, alms and rewards represented about a quarter of this 
sum.”430 As I mentioned before, Katherine was raised to be a generous mistress, and she 
regularly gave gifts to members of her household as well as alms for her subjects in need. 
While records of much of her alms giving are no longer extant, from 1525 to 1530, 
according to her receiver’s accounts, she gave between £160 and £190 a year away in 
alms.431 This does not take into account other sources of income, such as her privy purse, 
and only represents a part of her possible alms giving activities for those years. 
“Catherine distributed charity both in money and in kind,” as Michelle L. Beer argues 
using Katherine’s extant wardrobe accounts, “and her wardrobe accounts show that she 
gave clothing to the poor or pious whom she encountered.”432 Katherine’s clothes would 
be valuable pieces of cloth that could be resized into new clothing or sold or put to some 
other use and should not be seen as simply Katherine discarding gowns that no longer 
sparked joy. Giving used clothing was a Tudor tradition and was practiced by Henry’s 
queens and children when they had the means to do so, and it was one way of tying the 
recipient to the giver. Because of its former proximity to Katherine’s physical body, it 
would be difficult to use the cloth without thinking, perhaps fondly, of the former owner 
and her kindness.  
 Especially important to Katherine was the annual Maundy ceremony, always the 
Thursday before Easter. Maundy was one of the largest almsgiving days of the year for 
consorts and had been practiced by Henry and Katherine throughout his reign. The day 
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involved the sovereign and consort washing the feet of poor subjects and then giving 
alms and clothes to those subjects. This was meant to reflect Jesus washing the feet of his 
disciples at the Last Supper. For Katherine, this was an important ceremony and a chance 
to provide her subjects with alms, and after Henry had repudiated her and exiled her from 
court, she wanted to still perform the ceremony. She was under house arrest in 1534 and 
was unable to perform her Maundy devotions. According to Eustace Chapuys, “she was 
not allowed to hold her maundy to the poor according to custom, and orders are given not 
to let poor people to come near her, because the Lady [Anne Boleyn] says that the alms 
she has been accustomed to give have attracted the love of the people.”433 Not only was 
this an important religious ceremony, it also gave Katherine the chance to demonstrate 
her love of her people, and to bask in that love in return. It was precisely this love that 
both Henry and Anne feared, and so she was not allowed to leave her house arrest for the 
ceremony. Katherine raised the issue again the next year and felt she should be able to 
perform a legitimate religious devotion in a local parish church. Sir Edmund Bedingfield, 
Katherine’s keeper at Kimbolton, wrote to ask Henry what he should do as “I dyd 
percyve that my Lady Princesse Dowager entendyth to keep a maundy.”434 Bedingfield 
continued that Katherine stressed that she did not mind keeping it a small affair as “sche 
was was not mynded to doo yt openly but secretly in her chamber, and further declared 
that in her conscience she was bound to kepe a maundy in the honor of God.”435 
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Katherine argued that she should be allowed to have hers as Henry’s grandmother, 
Margaret Beaufort “duryng her lyfe kept a yerly maundy.”436 Determined to not give 
Katherine what she wanted, and to deny her the opportunity to show herself to her former 
subjects, Henry refused to allow her to perform her Maundy again in 1535. He even so 
far as to proclaim that if she kept it, in public and as Queen, without his permission “she 
and all her officers and such as receive it will be guilty of high treason. They are to see 
that she keeps no Maundy otherwise.”437 Katherine and Henry both clearly knew how 
powerful performing the Maundy was, and Henry wanted to both keep Katherine away 
from that source of support and keep it for Anne to appropriate as, in his mind, she was 
the rightful consort. Maundy, however important it was, only came once a year – but 
Katherine was also a master of using any opportunity in front of her subjects to inspire 
their love and devotion. This was one reason why she and Henry went on yearly 
progresses.  
 In the first decades of his reign, Katherine accompanied Henry on several of his 
progresses throughout his territories. In the summer of 1511 (after Henry had returned 
from his pilgrimage to Our Lady of Walsingham), he, Katherine, and the whole of the 
court made their way to the midlands. They stopped off at Northampton, Leicester, 
Coventry, and Warwick.438 Early in the reign, progresses in medieval tradition were 
“designed to consolidate the realm,” and throughout Henry’s reign progresses began to 
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transition more into “pleasure progresses and spectacular entertainments” where Henry 
could see and be seen by his subjects.439 These pleasure progresses allowed him to show 
off his magnanimous generosity and massive wealth through his magnificent clothing and 
impressive entourage, as well as through gift giving, which was always a part of the ritual 
of entering a new town or residence. The realm was won, now it was time to show it off. 
 For a decade and change, Katherine was one of the jewels in Henry’s crown 
which he was proud to show off. She accompanied him on annual progresses, especially 
when she was in the earlier months of pregnancy, and took some of her own, as I 
mentioned with her trips to Our Lady of Walsingham. She was a major participant in the 
Field of the Cloth of Gold in 1520, which will be explained in the next chapter. Even 
though she was not the sovereign, Katherine’s “solo” travels around the countryside were 
also important. As a consort, one of her roles was to bolster the sovereign’s connections 
to his people, not least because, as de Pizan reminded her readers that, “a wise princess 
ought to be well regarded by her subjects.”440 It was her job as consort to “court her 
subjects” for their love, rather than command them as “the subjects nevertheless make the 
lord and not the lord the subjects.”441 This lesson, that a ruler only was as powerful as his 
or her subjects’ love, was embodied by Henry VIII and his children. Having a consort 
who could engender that devotion and love from the kingdom’s subjects was important 
for the success and stability of the realm.  
 One of the ways to build a stable foundation of support was through patronage 
and charitable giving. Giving money and valuable goods away to others in donations 
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demonstrated Christian piety and goodness – and just as with the pilgrimages – it was a 
way of inspiring others to perform similar acts of good. Patronage functioned differently 
but had a similar effect. Those who benefitted from the largesse of Katherine or Henry 
performed acts of loyalty and love to them. Bestowing patronage could help a sovereign 
or consort establish a popular understand of legitimacy – as James H. Forse argues 
regarding travelling performers in Tudor England, “Their mere presence in a locality 
while touring indirectly served to represent or ‘advertise’ the royal presence and power to 
subjects, and especially to local authorities, around the realm.”442 By helping the subjects 
around the realm associate good things with the monarchy, travelling performers 
patronized by sovereigns or consorts were strengthening their claims to legitimacy and 
through that to power. Forse argues that, in the case of Katherine’s dowager period, that 
she used travelling performers as a means of connecting her name with the younger 
Henry’s. And, I argue, most likely as a way of asserting her status as the current princess 
of Wales, not just the dowager, as she had been affianced to the younger Henry by 1507. 
This is especially telling as her troupe and the Prince of Wales’ troupe visited Canterbury 
together in 1507, linking their names in public consciousness.443  
 Progresses, pilgrimages, and patronage of travelling troupes were all ways to 
reach subjects in far flung parts of the kingdom. That these were effective is shown in the 
stability of the realm that Henry VIII inherited and their constant use by later consorts to 
establish their own legitimate claims to the crown. Anne Boleyn, just after her coronation 
in 1533, appropriated Katherine’s players for her own and sent them to perform around 
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England.444 “In just this one year,” Forse notes of 1533, the first year of two living 
consorts for Henry VIII, “records published to date indicate that provincial appearances 
by Anne’s performers equal the total number of such appearances by Queen Katherine’s 
performers over her entire twenty-four years as Henry’s queen.”445 Clearly, Anne had 
something to prove. Knowing Katherine’s popularity in the furthest reaches of the 
kingdom, Anne’s players had an uphill battle.  
As consort, one of Katherine’s passions was education and she sought to foster an 
educated class in England. While she worked hard to surround her daughter, Mary, with 
prestigious tutors, Katherine also sought to promote humanist pedagogy and learning (the 
“new learning”) at Oxford and Cambridge. As I examined in the last chapter, she 
interceded with Henry to protect Margaret Beaufort’s endowment and establishment of 
colleges in Cambridge, working with Bishop (later Cardinal) John Fisher. She is also 
known for her patronage of individual English scholars such as Richard Pace, Thomas 
Linacre, John Leland, and Sir Thomas Wyatt.446 Perhaps most famously, she garnered the 
respect and friendship of some of the most prominent thinkers of the day, namely 
Erasmus of Rotterdam, Sir Thomas More, and Juan Luis Vives. Erasmus dedicated works 
to Katherine and praised her for her intellectual attainments. “The Queen is well 
instructed,” wrote Erasmus to Paulus Bombasius (Paolo Bombace), prefect of the Vatican 
Library, “-not merely in comparison to her sex,- and is no less to be respected for her 
piety than her erudition.”447 She supported Erasmus on his visit to England in the 1510s 
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while he taught at Queens College, Cambridge, in a chair endowed by Margaret Beaufort. 
Apparently Katherine repeatedly entreated him to stay at her court in England, writing 
that “The Queen has tried to get me to be her preceptor, and everybody knows that, if I 
cared to live even a few months at Court, I might heap up as many benefices as I 
liked.”448 Choosing to live a peripatetic academic life instead, Erasmus left for other 
opportunities on the continent, but he did keep in touch with friends in England through 
written correspondence.  
I choose to discuss Erasmus in this chapter, rather than in the next chapter on 
International Networks because of the overlapping nature of both types of networks, 
domestic and international. It was because of Katherine’s domestic networks, that she 
fostered through hers and her husband’s households, that allowed her to become 
acquainted with Erasmus and his works, let alone provide patronage for him. It was 
through William Mountjoy, who acted as Katherine’s chamberlain, that Erasmus was 
introduced to Katherine. Erasmus was Mountjoy’s tutor as a child in Paris, and so it was 
Mountjoy who invited the scholar to England in 1499 to visit the royal nursery with 
Thomas More, introducing the two burgeoning scholars to the future Henry VIII.449 
Because of the reception Erasmus enjoyed, he was willing to return to England in 1506, 
and again in 1509, when he stayed and lectured at Cambridge at John Fisher’s request. 
 Katherine patronized these scholars to promote learning in England and she 
would not have been able to predict that some of them would come to her defense in her 
annulment proceedings in the late 1520s onwards. Just as how Queen Anne’s travelling 
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players tried to convince the countryside of the new queen’s legitimacy, Katherine’s 
patronage of scholars proved her popularity and aptly showed the dedication she inspired 
through her goodwill and largesse. These friends and benefactors came to her defense in 
what was perhaps the greatest struggle of her life, what has popularly come to be known 
as the King’s Great Matter. One of the most important of her academic allies in this 
protracted battle was John Fisher, Bishop of Rochester. While he was also motivated by 
religious concerns, which tied up neatly with Katherine’s legitimacy as consort, he was 
primarily a supporter of Katherine herself as, “he did not cease to defend the queen’s 
cause by his pen and in the pulpit,” wrote Thomas Bridgett, Fisher’s later biographer.450  
  Present on the day of Katherine’s dramatic speech before the court at Blackfriars, 
Fisher later took to the podium of the consort’s defense. He appeared with the bishop of 
Bath and Wells, John Clerk, and they “to prevent the king falling into mortal sin, they 
would defend the rights of the queen, and show that she was his legitimate and true 
wife.”451 Indeed, Bridgett quotes from a contemporary account by George Cavendish, 
Thomas Wolsey, Late Cardinall, his Lyffe and Deathe, which details a conversation that 
took place at Blackfriars, after Katherine’s departure following her spirited defense of her 
marriage. In the account, Henry, having declared that he was following the advice given 
him by all his prelates (in annulling the marriage with Katherine), turned to William 
Warham, the Archbishop of Canterbury and to Fisher: 
Canterbury: The truth, if it please your highness, I doubt not but all my 
brethren will affirm the same. 
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Rochester: No, sir, not I.452  
Though the dialogue was later made up, Bridgett affirms, it speaks to the tone of the 
meeting. And “that there was an altercation of this sort cannot be doubted.”453 
 Fisher and Katherine had been closely aligned in their goal to create a culture of 
humanist learning at English universities – one that she had inherited from Margaret 
Beaufort. Katherine’s success at her intercession and then continued patronage of 
Beaufort’s colleges in Cambridge (Christ’s College and St. John’s College), showed in 
how the scholars who benefited from the resources at the schools were loyal to the 
consort and in how they offered resistance to Henry’s annulment and oath of supremacy. 
Several Cambridge scholars wrote treatises and tracts opposing the divorce and Henry’s 
take-over of the English church. Nicholas Wilson who had studied at Christ’s College, 
been a chaplain and confessor for Henry, and was an almoner for Katherine, and he wrote 
several tracts in defense of papal authority and Katherine’s marriage.454 Wilson was also 
a friend of Fisher – and had been taken into custody in the Tower at the same time as 
Fisher and More. Even though both More and Fisher went to their deaths refusing to 
swear the oath of supremacy, Wilson eventually acquiesced, probably wishing to avoid 
the fate of both of his friends. 
 Another one of the beneficiaries of Katherine’s patronage, Richard Fetherson, was 
an ardent defender of Katherine and Mary’s rights. Fetherston, another former student of 
Cambridge, was a chaplain to Katherine and was also Mary’s schoolmaster. Like Fisher 
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and Wilson, Fetherston wrote in defense of Katherine’s marriage, namely Contra 
divortium Henrici et Catherinae, and was put into the Tower in 1534 because of his 
resistance to Henry’s oath of supremacy, which would damage two of the women he 
closely served. In 1535, Fetherston was attainted by Parliament and removed from his 
position, the archdeconry of Brecon. He spent the rest of his life in the Tower, until he 
was executed a traitor’s death in 1540, for denying the king’s supremacy.455  
Katherine’s supporters did not always end up tragically losing their lives to 
Henry’s executioners. Partly due to their large numbers, some of the craftsmen of London 
who were “hostile toward the divorce and refused to show respect for Anne” forced 
Henry’s hand.456 He could not execute them all, and needed their talents and businesses 
to keep the London economic machine running, so instead he sought to chastise them and 
issued a proclamation that warned them to not speak “otherwise than well of this new 
marriage and Queen Anne.”457 Clearly, the craftsmen of London had shown their 
displeasure of the king’s repudiation of Katherine. She was, as Marin Giustinian reported 
back to the Venetian Signory, “beloved as if she had been of the blood royal of 
England.”458 On April 27, 1533, the same day as the proclamation against the craftsmen, 
Carlo Capello reported to the Venetian Signory that some of the religious orders, 
specifically the Mendicant Orders, had to be censored as they “told the people to publicly 
pray for the King and Queen Katharine, and for the Princess.”459 The King “also 
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prohibited, under the pain of capital punishment, the mention by anyone of Queen 
Katharine.”460 If a 1533 account of Eustace Chapuys is to be taken at face value, 
Katherine’s English subjects were more than willing to face Henry’s death penalty for 
Katherine’s honor. Moving from Ampthill to Buckden in late July, Katherine was 
cheered by “all the people of the neighbourhood [who] collected to witness her departure, 
and shew her all possible hounour and respect.”461 Chapuys, who was at times as prone to 
dramatic exaggeration as Katherine herself, reported to her nephew Charles V that, 
“though it has been expressly forbidden to call her queen, the people on her passage 
failed not to give her that title…. They were ready to die for her sake.”462 Correctly 
asserting that “it is probably for fear of such popular demonstrations that the King in 
future will not allow the Queen or the Princess to travel about the kingdom,” Chapuys 
aptly described the power of royal progresses and of Katherine’s ability to utilize them as 
a tool to build her domestic network of supporters.463 
Henry must have feared Katherine’s popularity with the majority of the English 
people, in and out of London. He tried to reduce her power over perception and narrative 
by erasing her in public consciousness. In this, he failed spectacularly. Timothy G. 
Elton’s chapter on Katherine’s public perception in these years of enforced second 
widowhood brilliantly showcases some accounts of non-elite subjects and how they 
continued to view Katherine as their rightful queen. For example, David Leonard, an Irish 
hooper, was arrested for saying “God save king Henry and queen Katharine his wedded 
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wife, and Anne his pleasure, for whom all England shall rue.”464 Others were arrested for 
calling Anne a “goggle eyed whore” or saying “Pity it was of the king’s life to forsake 
the noble blood of the Emperor and to take a poor knight’s daughter.”465 These are just a 
few of the many, many complaints that caused subjects to be arrested and jailed in the 
years after the annulment. 
By 1533, Henry had also tried to remove Katherine’s ability to act on her own by 
taking control of her dower properties. By receiving these lands in 1509, a direct 
inheritance from Elizabeth of York, Parliament created Katherine as an English femme 
sole. She was able to direct her properties as a single woman, and to enter into contracts 
without Henry’s permission. Taking away her properties, and thus her femme sole status 
was detrimental to Katherine’s standing in England as Michelle L. Beer argues, 
“Catherine’s estates and her position as an independent landowner gave her access to 
resources, authority, and local influence, all of which made up the heart of her privileges 
as queen.”466  
Being a respected landlord gave her a power base of loyal tenants because she had 
treated them well. Not only were tenants loyal to her though, powerful and high ranking 
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nobles who had been appointed to stewardships of her lands, such as John Lord Hussey 
who was her steward in Lincolnshire and Rutland or Margaret Grey who was her keeper 
of Lytley and Donmore parks.467 Access to funds was a significant benefit of being a 
landowner, and Henry attempted to take that away, along with her tenants and her 
prestige.  
As head of a large royal household and an independent landowner, Katherine had 
the ability to bestow patronage and largesse without help from Henry. She was able to 
take care of her servants and to bestow pensions and salaries on them in reward for their 
work. Being a landowner with properties all around England gave Katherine, upon her 
marriage to Henry, a new ready-made network of English subjects. As Beer reminds us, 
“This was especially important for Catherine of Aragon, who had no English networks of 
supporters to draw upon, unlike her English-born predecessors (Elizabeth Woodville and 
Elizabeth of York) and successors (including all of Henry’s other wives, except Anne of 
Cleves).”468 These sprawling estates gave Katherine the opportunity to bestow patronage 
and gain supporters throughout the land. That is precisely why Henry wanted to take 
them away and bestow them upon Anne Boleyn, which happened in 1534.469  
One would think then, if Henry were indeed done with being Katherine’ husband 
and she was indeed the dowager Princess of Wales, he would have returned those 
‘dower’ lands originally bestowed upon her by Henry VII. If they were no longer 
married, Henry had no control over her lands, or at least as much as he would over any 
other noble. Instead, he refused to return those ‘dower’ lands, and the ability to oversee 
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their administration, to her.470 Knowing the potential power that could come from able 
administration of significant estates, and Katherine’s aptly demonstrated ability and 
interest in running her household and lands, Henry denied Katherine both land and 
lifeline to sympathetic subjects. While Katherine would not raise her standard and battle 
against Henry for her rights and their daughter’s inheritance, there was no way that Henry 
could know what she would do with a solid power base. Their daughter Mary would later 
utilize her access to patronage as a landowning magnate to muster military strength to 
take her throne by force in 1553.  
Language and cultural learning, almsgiving, progresses, and the ability to bestow 
patronage were all key parts of building up a base of support, or domestic network, for 
foreign-born consorts in England. Partly, though, Katherine’s life story, when told 
broadly, also engendered a connection with her subjects. Katherine’s riches to rags to 
riches to rags story was one that inspired pity and fierce devotion from her English 
subjects, especially after she became their queen in 1509. This love was not forgotten at 
the end of her days, when she was reduced again to how they met her, as the Princess of 
Wales. Katherine’s ability to build a domestic network – mostly outside of Henry’s 
influence – was key to her longevity as England’s queen. One major event which helped 
her build that among the English, a story which was incorporated into the retelling of 
Katherine’s life as a fairy-tale princess turned devout warrior queen- was her victory over 
the invading Scots in 1513. This battle, later called Flodden Field, proved that Katherine 
was not only a worthy English queen, but also that she was more than competent in 
running the kingdom in Henry’s absence. Perhaps it was this side of Katherine that he 
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feared when he forbade her from holding her Maundy or when he stripped her of her title 
and incomes – he knew that, when she put her mind to it, she could organize a substantial 
military force and succeed.  
Philip of Spain – King of Jerusalem and Naples, King Consort of England and Ireland 
 Philip was stepping into a particularly tricky role as king consort of England. 
While he and Mary had their common ancestors, Isabel and Fernando, as examples upon 
which to model their co-monarchy, their situation was undoubtedly different than that of 
their forebearers in the previous century. Although there were similarities – Isabel was 
regnant sovereign in her realm of Castile and took her throne through show of force. She 
was a ruler in her own right before her husband came into his inheritance, determined to 
continue to rule her realm throughout her lifetime – there were differences as well. In the 
fifteenth century, Martin Luther had yet to pen his 95 Thesis and much of La Catolica’s 
efforts were expended to unite Spain under Christian rule, unceremoniously kicking out 
the Muslim Nasrid dynasty in Grenada. Philip, too, worked with Mary for religious unity 
in England, but their struggle was less of expulsion of dissidents (which did happen, of 
course, as many voluntarily left to become exiles) and more of a concerted public 
relations campaign as Protestant thinking and practices had become enshrined in church 
rules from the days of Henry VIII. In his days as king consort of England, he never had to 
fight against Englishmen on the field of battle. Of course, this is partly down to the fact 
he was only king-consort of England for less than five years, and with Elizabeth’s 
succession in 1558, Anglo-Spanish relations shifted dramatically from how they were in 
Mary’s reign. 
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No one in England had any doubts about Philip’s ability to command a military 
force or rule in his own right – he had been groomed by his father, Charles V, from a 
young age for just such a role.471 Even though he was not technically the king of Spain in 
his own right at the point of his marriage to Mary, he was referred to as such in England 
because he had been regent for his father there for years. That perceived, and aptly 
demonstrated, ability to rule was part of the reason why his marriage to Mary caused 
distrust, anger, and fear of his arrival in England. He was “an uncroned king out of a 
straunge land,” and while Philip was able to charm some of the nobility he personally 
met, he had a much harder time gaining the respect of those outside of the courtly 
spheres.472  
Earlier in his youth, Charles sent Philip on a series of progresses throughout the 
Habsburg inheritance in a public relations exercise which introduced Philip as future ruler 
of his father’s territories. This was meant to connect him with his subjects outside of 
Spain – he had been well loved and respected in the Iberian Peninsula. Touring in 1548 
throughout Italy, Austria, Bohemia, and the Netherlands (he stayed in the Netherlands at 
the court of his aunt, Mary of Hungary, and of his father for some time before retracing 
his path back to Spain in the summer of 1551), Philip frequently appeared cold and aloof 
to his future subjects who had turned out in droves to see him pass by in his finery. “His 
Highness made a very poor impression,” wrote Juan Cristobal Calvete de Estrella in his 
The most fortunate journey which detailed Philip’s trip to the Netherlands and back, 
“because he failed to acknowledge them [his subjects] by raising his hat or inclining his 
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head, as is the custom.”473 While he certainly was not overthrown in the Netherlands 
early in his kingly career, and indeed quite enjoyed his time there, Philip was not as 
universally loved as his father would have hoped for his imperial heir. 
Perhaps due to his father’s insistence or on his own volition, Philip decidedly was 
not cold or aloof with his new English subjects. While he may not have striven to adopt 
English customs as did his late mother-in-law, Philip was determined to make the 
marriage a success and to introduce the English to Spanish traditions and customs at 
court. As I examined in the last chapter, in England when he was confronted with new 
situations and people, Philip made a point to appear gracious and accommodating, even 
when rituals and customs were different from his own.  
This effort to appear approachable was helped along when he was made a 
member of the Order of the Garter and when he adopted the iconography of Saint George 
– England’s own patron saint – in much of the jewelry and clothing he wore while he was 
in England. This use of iconography identified him visually with the cult of the saint – 
and marked him as an English knight. He wore clothing chosen for him by Mary to their 
wedding- clothing in the French style that was the height of fashion in England. While 
walking into their nuptials or riding into London for his Entry, Philip was on Mary’s left 
(as she held the sovereign power and prestige). At his wedding, his side of the cathedral 
was decked in silver, Mary’s in gold. If any of this bothered him, he never let it show. 
Because he performed the role of Mary’s consort so well in public, he personally never 
gave cause for the people to mistrust him. There were certainly reservations about him 
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because of his foreign birth and proximity to great imperial continental power, but when 
Philip had the chance to meet with people on an individual basis, he charmed them. The 
undeniable fact that he was a man also gave people pause – he was their queen’s 
husband, a new role. A husband’s duties included acting as the head of the household, so 
no matter how he and Mary worked together he was, through no fault of his own, going 
to be misunderstood or not trusted simply because he was a man. Either he would 
perform the role expected of a husband and rule Mary, which the English did not want, or 
he would perform the role of a consort, heretofore a woman’s role, and public confidence 
in him would be undermined as much as his masculinity. Instead, it seems that he found a 
via media between the two, finding a way to perform the role of a consort without it 
siphoning off some of his vital virility. It also helped that he quickly and freely gave 
“generous gifts and pensions drawn from Spanish revenues to important courtiers and 
gentlemen” from the beginning of his tenure as consort, which as Alexander Samson 
notes, “such patronage would have created a powerful faction in favor of Philip.”474 
Indeed, Philip spent much of his own money from Spanish and Flemish coffers as, 
according to the marriage contract (which I will examine in further detail in the next 
chapter), he could not access English money to pay for these favors. 
Instead of seeking to completely adopt English customs and modes of behavior, 
which would not have benefitted him in his greater future imperial inheritance, Philip 
attempted to meld his English household and his Spanish retinue together into something 
greater than its constituent parts. Just as Katherine’s household contained both English 
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and Spanish ladies, so too did Philip’s contain English and Spanish gentlemen – he had 
been appointed a whole English household which was intended to utterly replace the 
Spaniards who had accompanied him from the continent. This sort of arrangement was 
reminiscent of those of incoming queen consorts and their natal households. Unlike the 
lack of authority that consort queens sometimes had to contend with, Philip had a great 
deal of choice and power in the matter. Rather than send home the loyal retinue who were 
promised the honor of serving their Prince of Asturias as King of England, Philip 
suggested that both households serve together.475 This had the unintended effect of 
freezing out the Englishmen chosen to serve him as he had the Spaniards serve in the 
Privy Chamber and the Englishmen in the outer chambers. This lack of direct connection 
between Philip with the Englishmen fostered resentment amongst the nobles.  
While the Englishmen had perhaps been initially kept out of his most intimate 
affairs, Philip took the business of governing seriously. He knew the importance of 
efficient work but also in being available to his new subjects. While in England, which 
was from July 1554 to late August 1555 and March 1557 to July 1557, he was fastidious 
about performing his duties as consort. As Glyn Redworth notes of Philip, “his practice 
was to attend meetings of the Privy Council every Tuesday and Friday,” and he 
personally was available to his subjects in audiences where “no mediator or go-between 
was apparently necessary in the search for redress of grievance.”476 This sort of schedule 
with the Privy Council and connection and availability for his subjects melded well with 
Mary’s work style and how she approached her subjects.  
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 Just as Katherine’s role as a queen consort reflected the needs of both Henry as 
sovereign king and those of her subjects, Philip’s role as a king consort melded the needs 
of both Mary as sovereign queen and those of their subjects. In some ways, he was 
explicitly given more authority by Mary than was Katherine by Henry -  in an early 
missive from Mary to her council, she ordered that the cooperate with Philip in his work 
to help her in ruling the kingdom. “Furste,” she wrote, “to tell the king the whole state of 
the Realme, w[ith] all thynge[s] appartaynnyng to the same, as myche as ye knowe to be 
trewe.”477 By including him in the matters of the realm, she was ensuring he was kept 
abreast of all developments and, with her second command, to “obey hys 
com[m]andment in all thynge[s],” she was demanding that he be treated by them in the 
same manner and respect that they showed to her.478 This respect for Philip and his 
authority was most obvious in two actions taken by Mary and her Council to ensure that 
Philip was kept in the loop of events in England, the stipulation that word be sent to 
Philip of Council proceedings in either “Laten or Spanyshe,” ensuring that “all orders of 
Estate passing in the King and Quenes names should be signed with both thier handes,” 
and the creation of his Select Council.479 
 Having his proceedings sent to him in either Latin or Spanish was necessary to 
keep Philip informed about developments in the Privy Council. Unlike the other consorts 
featured in this study, there is no evidence that Philip ever learned much English at all. 
According to Geoffrey Parker, the only words in English that Philip is documented as 
having said were, “Good night, my lords all,” bidding the English farewell after having 
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met with Mary and her entourage following his entry to Winchester.480 While he was a 
very well educated person, English had not been included in his formative educational 
curriculum as an important language for him to study. He could understand French well 
enough, was fluent in Spanish, and had learned Latin, Greek, Hebrew, and Aramaic to aid 
in his Biblical studies, and had also introduced himself to Arabic to study some of the 
Qu’ran.481 Not speaking English was a barrier between him and the vast majority of his 
English subjects, but not between him and his courtiers, who would have probably 
spoken French, Latin, or Spanish and could communicate with him.  
 Even though there is no evidence that Philip attempted to learn English as a way 
of communicating with his new subjects, this did not seem to hinder him too much as he 
was able to ‘speak’ to them in other ways, such as through giving them money or giving 
them his time.  Later Spanish chronicler Pedro de Ribadeneyra, a Jesuit who was not 
always the kindest to the English, wrote that:  
he conducted himself with such wonderful thoughtfulness and such 
extraordinary discretion while in the kingdom, and showed such generosity 
to its inhabitants, performing singular kindnesses to all those who 
demonstrated their loyalty or did some service to the queen, as well as 
preserving the customs and laws of the realm, taking nothing for himself or 
his men (instead rewarding and enriching them out of his own property), to 
say nothing of the generosity of the many illustrious persons who came with 
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him, that the English began to lose their fear, and to love and respect (the 
heretics excepted) the king and his courtiers with the greatest goodwill.482 
At least to Ribadeneyra, writing in the 1580s (after having visited England at the end of 
Mary’s reign only to see Elizabeth take the throne), Philip’s tenure was one of successful 
acclimation for both the English and the king’s cosmopolitan entourage. As I mentioned 
previously, Philip used Castilian and Dutch money to fund his patronage in England, 
which cannot have hurt his prospects. Spending his own money was one of the things that 
endeared him to his new subjects – he was a direct tie to Habsburg wealth and displaying 
that wealth concretely demonstrated that the connection was one which would benefit 
England, not be a major draw on English coffers. His Habsburg wealth was aptly 
demonstrated in not only his gifts, but also those of his diverse entourage. As 
Ribadeneyra put it, Philip had arrived with “so many illustrious knights and lords of so 
many nations – Spaniards, Italians, Flemings, Burgundians, and all of them vassals of the 
king – who dazzled the kingdom with their profligacy, apparel, domestic furnishings, and 
the number and prowess of their servants.”483 In a later missive to the Senate and Doge, 
the outgoing Venetian ambassador, Giovanni Michiel, drew up a report on the state of 
affairs in England, describing in great detail the ongoing political issues and personalities 
at play. In it, Michiel repeatedly asserts that Philip had “quite lost that haughtiness and 
sosiego as the Spaniards call it, which rendered him so odious the first time he went out 
of Spain.”484  
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It was obvious to others, at least those who were tasked with the job of making 
meticulous observations, that Philip had worked hard on changing his image to make him 
more approachable to his subjects. He did this partly through the use of the 
aforementioned personal wealth but also through his own interests and sharing his time 
and expertise with others. “The patience and facility with which he gives audience to all 
persons, however lowly their condition, cannot be exceeded,” wrote Michiel, “for not 
only at the usual audience hours (when no mediator is required), but whenever suitors 
please they can approach him freely, occupying his time with petitions and memorials 
without ever being repulsed or impeded, and even when he has retired either for business 
or convenience, the slightest medium suffices to obtain extraordinary audiences.”485 
Philip was skilled at performing the role of a consort and knew that part of that job was to 
be an intermediary between the sovereign and their subjects. Before one could intercede 
with the sovereign, that intermediary first needed to be accessible enough to have been 
asked for help. By working on a kinder, gentler, more generous image, Philip set himself 
up to hopefully be perceived as a good consort.  
In England, Philip’s role as king consort was entirely uncharted, and was made all 
the more difficult because he was a foreigner. Many English subjects would only have 
known English born queens as the last sovereign to marry, Henry VIII, had been wed to 
English women (barring Anne of Cleves’ six-month marriage) since 1533, and before 
that he had been married to Philip’s great-aunt since 1509. While Katherine had been 
well loved by her English subjects, that does not mean she did not initially face suspicion 
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based off of her foreign birth and perceived ultimate loyalty to her natal family (a similar 
suspicion plagued Henriette Marie), but she was able to convince the populace of her 
love and loyalty to them. An important fact to remember is that Katherine was 
continuously resident in English territories from her first marriage in 1501 until her death 
in 1536. She never left. She did not have any foreign commitments that required her to 
leave. Philip did not have that opportunity – he was called away to aid his father and to 
rule in his own territories. By not being physically present, and by staying connected 
through his Select Council as a proxy for himself, Philip added levels of difficulty to his 
already hard task of performing the role of a male consort. Residency helped. His gender 
did not. He and Mary made the best of a difficult situation by modeling their marriage 
agreement directly upon that of Isabel and Fernando, and by promoting Mary’s 
sovereignty throughout England so that none were under the illusion that Philip had more 
power than she. An abstract of that agreement which was dissimulated “summed up the 
respective positions the couple would play, stating: ‘(I) First he to be intituled kinge 
during the matrimony. (2) But she to have the disposicion of all benefices etc.’”486 Mary 
held sovereign power in the marriage and realm.  
Up until the reign of Henry VIII, it had been the norm since the Norman invasion 
in 1066 for sovereigns to crown their designated consorts as a means of showcasing the 
legitimacy of both their own authority and that of potential heirs. Philip, though, was 
never crowned, which was a factor limiting his capability to foster a domestic network of 
support. Katherine, who was crowned with Henry VIII in a joint ceremony, was able to 
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make connections with various parts of the realm through her progresses, pilgrimages, 
and though her landholding. This was aided with the fact that she was seen as a joint 
power with Henry. Probably not seen as equal to Henry, Katherine was known to have 
influence at court and with the king, as a good consort should. Consort queens of foreign 
birth, such as Katherine, who were naturalized in law and ritually through their marriages 
and coronations, were deemed as femmes soles under English legal practice. Consort 
queens were also given dower properties to support them and provide them with incomes 
so that they could better perform their duties as consort and to take care of a hopefully 
large brood of royal children. Philip, already an independent man, did not need to be seen 
as a ‘hommes sole.’ Nor was he given the male equivalent of dower properties that he 
could use to connect himself to various locales within England proper – he already had 
enough lands to administer in other parts of Europe that brought him sizable income.  
Even with the lack of English grant lands and coronation, Philip had worked since 
before his journey to England to make personal connections with high-ranking courtiers 
and noblemen. The delegation which Mary sent to Valladolid to negotiate for the 
marriage was positively smitten with the prince and how well he treated them while they 
visited his court. One of the delegation, George Everett, wrote back to the Privy Council 
how they all had been given “entertainment and reception [was] as much as if the 
Emperor had been there, and the people had pained themselves to do all the pleasure and 
service they could devise. There was no want of victuals or any thing that can be 
procured for money.”487 And it was not only in their visits with Philip that they were so 
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well taken care of – “the Queen’s ships,” continued Everett, “are weekly refreshed with 
fresh meat, bread, and wine abundantly.”488 Others, such as Edward Sutton, Lord Dudley, 
became utterly devoted to Philip after meeting him during this visit.  
Edward, Lord Dudley, a member of the entourage sent to Valladolid, wrote to the 
Council that Philip was gracious and kind during their meetings. “The Prince, who did 
most nobly use him,” was conscious of the fact that Sutton could not speak Spanish, and 
so Philip spoke to him in Latin.489 Sutton could understand Latin, and so, understood 
Philip’s message. When the prince arrived in England, Sutton should seek him out, so 
that Philip could “speak with him and do him all the good [he could].”490 
Philip worked hard to make a good impression on those who came to visit him 
and to smooth over the tensions between his own Spanish servants and the Englishmen 
they were to work alongside. Acting in the traditional role of a consort, Philip worked to 
weave peace between the two groups and to bring them together in harmony, or at least 
less blatant hostility. He encouraged concord from the beginning of his time in England 
and became a role model in the performance of gentility and cultural sensitivity (even 
though he did not learn English!). For example: perhaps knowing how both his own men 
and those who served Mary would bristle against their performing either an English 
dance (which the Spanish felt was simply “strutting or trotting about”) or a Spanish 
dance, Philip took Mary out to the floor to perform a German dance instead.491  
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Continuing in that vein of peaceweaving, Philip encouraged frequent 
entertainments and excursions where the English and Spanish would attend, work, and 
play together. While they did not travel far from London, Philip and Mary went on a 
series of progresses to the countryside surrounding the capital in his first summer and 
autumn in England.492  Much like with Katherine and Henry’s progresses, this was a way 
for their subjects to see the royal couple. Being more visible to the general populace on 
the way to Mary’s palaces close to London helped to center Philip’s potential power base 
as well as allowed him to demonstrate his generosity and majesty. 
After arriving back in London, where his apparently calming presence was 
praised by Spanish courtiers who had remained in the city, Philip set up a celebration 
when he “went to the ladies’ hall and danced with the Admiral’s wife, and the Admiral 
with the Queen.”493 After the intermingling between the Spanish and English, led by 
Mary and Philip, had begun, Philip took Mary out herself in a torch-dance.494 Perhaps 
this was a public celebration for Mary’s perceived pregnancy, which Ruy Gomez de Silva 
described as a perfect means to help smooth most, if not all, of the difficulties between 
the English and the Spanish at court.495  
It was hoped that the pregnancy would help the English to accept the Spanish 
newcomers, but times were still difficult between the two groups. These difficulties were 
probably felt the hardest by the Spaniards who accompanied Philip. They were sick from 
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the unfamiliar environment and attacked in castle corridors. “The English hate us 
Spaniards, which comes out in violent quarrels between them and us,” wrote a Spanish 
gentleman to a friend in Salamanca, “and not a day passes without some knife-work in 
the palace between the two nations. There have already been some deaths, and last week 
three Englishmen and a Spaniard were hanged on account of a broil.”496 Clearly, Philip’s 
role as a peaceweaver consort was necessary. 
Perhaps the uptick in court entertainments centered around celebrations for 
Mary’s perceived pregnancy, which was reported to Charles V before 1 October 1554.497 
In addition to the dances which Philip and Mary continued to host, Philip also introduced 
the English to a Spanish sport, juego de cañas, while also participating in traditional 
English jousts. Juego de Cañas, a chivalric game on horseback where canes or spear-like 
reeds are thrown at opponents who block with shields, was popular in Spanish aristocratic 
and royal circles just as jousts and running at the rings were popular in the English 
courts.498 A bull-baiting had also been planned around the same time, in October 1554, 
but that was continually delayed to the point that it never happened.499 All of this could 
have also been in preparation for Philip’s coronation, which, like the bull-baiting, never 
ended up occurring. 
Even though the Spanish bull-baiting, or the juego de tauro, never came to pass, 
juego de cañas were played no less than three times and Philip took the starring role in 
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English-style tourneys.500 Much like Katherine’s skillful use of clothing, embroidery, and 
hairstyle to  announce her loyalties at the Field of the Cloth of Gold, Philip demonstrated 
his own sartorial prowess and loyalty to Mary  in the tournaments by sporting the Tudor 
colors (instead of the Habsburg colors of red, yellow, and white).501 In the first tourney, 
Philip demonstrated his martial capabilities well, earning first in combat with foils and 
second for most gallant entry, and he participated in a second tournament a couple weeks 
later.502 It was in these tournaments and juego de cañas which Philip devised and hosted 
that he was able to interact with his noblemen in a way that, even if they did not 
understand Spanish, that they were able to intuitively comprehend as these types of 
games were part and parcel of the court life experience. Through his participation and 
funding of these games, Philip was able to network with high-ranking noble families in a 
way that female consorts could not – and later Philip utilized the connections he made in 
the Battle of San Quentin, leading the Dudley brothers into battle.503 Connecting with his 
subjects via martial games was an intelligent and effective method for Philip, and one 
that he utilized well. By participating himself, he showed his chivalric bravery and 
prowess on the field in a concrete way. He also was smart in how, for some of these 
games, it was he who paid out the prizes – cementing his connection with the nobility 
through money. Paying the prizes showed that he had the funds to do so but also was 
honorable enough to not try and wiggle out of his debt.504  
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There were other expensive entertainments that were performed at court in the 
late months of 1554 and the early months of 1555. Masks, clothing, and props were 
prepared for plays and masques at court (several plays by Nicholas Udall were 
specifically mentioned in records from Thoffyce of the Revelles).505 The Masque of 
Mariners was prepared for All Saint’s Day or 1 November, with the performers wearing 
“hoodes of cloth of goulde and cloth of silluer,” adorned with “double white fethers very 
faier and large” as well as red and white girdles.506 A Masque of Hercules, or “men of 
warre with vj maryners for their torcheberers” was produced for performance possibly on 
23 November with performers costumed in “hedpeces of past & symen mowlded worke 
like morien helmettes the frountes like griffons heddes” and yellow and green girdles.507 
“A maske of viii patrons of galleis like venetian Senatours,” a Christmas-time masque, 
possibly to celebrate both the holiday and the success of bringing the English church back 
into the folds of the Roman Catholic church, was performed by both men and women.508 
The ladies wore visors/masks decorated with “spangle & netting vpon the frounte,” white 
girdles, and flowers of silk.509 Male masquers wore “venetian cappes,” red girdles, and 
“fethers of diuers colours.”510 Yet another wintertime masque, prepared for 26 January, 
“A maske of vj Turkes magistrates” and “A maske of wemen like goddesses huntresses,” 
required expensive costumes.511 Masquing, clearly, was an entertainment enjoyed by the 
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Tudor/Habsburg court and these sorts of performances peppered the times when Philip 
was in residence in England.  
Philip stepped into a difficult position and performed his role as male consort with 
dignity and ability. His tenure was unprecedented, and he remains the only king-consort 
in English history. Even though at the beginning of his tenure some of his subjects feared 
that he would try to usurp Mary’s sovereignty and absorb England into the Habsburg 
empire, none of that ever came to pass – Philip never wanted to take England away from 
Mary. As he wrote to his father in a letter on 16 November 1554, when all of these 
celebrations for Mary’s pregnancy and reuniting the English with the Roman church were 
being held, “I am anxious to show the whole world by my actions that I am not trying to 
acquire other peoples’ states.”512 He worked hard to fulfill the traditional role of a consort 
by connecting with his new subjects and building a domestic power base. English law 
worked against him as he could not, as a foreign ruler, own land of his own in England 
(as English queens were given dower properties), but by not taking any domestic palaces 
or homes, and sharing Mary’s homes (even taking the apartments traditionally used by 
queens), Philip concretely demonstrated his desire to add to England and not to take 
anything away. Perhaps it was because of all of those factors that he became as popular 
with his subjects as he did. When he was in residence, he would take in Mass at St. Paul’s 
in London, processing behind a sword of state; he heard audiences to provide aid and 
justice to any who came before him; and he brought continental money to spend in 
England. In 1557, after he returned from his campaigns on the continent, Philip wrote to 
his father that he was pleased with his reception by the English again. “I find such good 
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will in all those in this kingdom,” he wrote, “that they do not differ from anything that I 
desire.”513 Philip, at least, felt he had earned the love and respect of the English.  
That goodwill gave him the confidence to assume that he would have eager 
recruits for his second stay in England, 18 March through 6 July 1557. He returned partly 
to gather men to fight for him in the conflict brewing on the continent, which I discuss a 
bit more in the next chapter. His experience from his first stay in England, when he built 
his English network of support, served him well in his second stint, when he arrived 
calling for aid and promising glory in fighting against the French. Of the high-profile 
noble families who answered his call, perhaps the most important were the Dudleys, who 
had been rehabilitated at court largely due to Philip’s influence. Ambrose, Robert, and 
Henry Dudley fought at the Battle of St. Quentin in 1557, which led to Henry’s death. 
While Philip’s war was not popular in England, and even less popular after the loss of 
Calais, the prospect of a potential pregnancy was generally well-received by the Anglo-
Spanish court. That pregnancy turned out to not be a pregnancy at all and Philip never 
stepped on English shores again, having been kept on the continent dealing with his 
Habsburg inheritance. Mary died 17 November 1558, after which Philip unsuccessfully 
sought Elizabeth’s hand in marriage.514  
Anna of Denmark – Queen of Scots, of England, and of Ireland 
 By the time she was queen of England, Anna had been in Scotland for about half 
of her thirty years and had learned how to build up a network of domestic support quickly 
and efficiently. Through her natural talent for and hard work at learning languages, her 
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close relationships with many in her household which offered opportunities to advance at 
court, and through her extensive patronage efforts, Anna worked to transform the English 
court with the lessons she had internalized in Scotland. This was both easier and more 
difficult than could have been expected. There had not been a queen consort from the 
days of Katherine Parr’s tenure which ended with Henry VIII’s death in 1547, and no 
consort at all after Mary’s death in 1558 (or Philip’s last appearance in England in 1557) 
– which shifted expectations for Anna upon her arrival in 1603. It had been more than 
forty years since a royal consort graced England’s shores, and over fifty since a consort 
queen had done so. While there were certainly some who were lucky to have lived long 
enough to remember the days of Katherine Parr and Philip’s tenures, far more had lived 
their entire lives without a royal consort sharing the throne. Anna was able then to mold 
the part she played to match her own abilities and expectations, which she did through 
her active patronage and performances. 
 As I explored in both Katherine and Philip’s sections in this chapter, language 
acquisition was an important component of being able to interact with one’s new 
subjects, both noble and non-noble. Katherine took several years living in England full-
time to become fluent in English (though she spoke Spanish and Latin fluently and 
understood French and German) and Philip was only known to have uttered one phrase in 
the language of his adopted realm but was either fluent or conversant in many other 
languages. Use of English was key to communicating with those outside of the royal 
court but also showed that the language of the everyday person was important enough to 
learn – learning their language showed a degree of care. Unlike either Philip or 
Katherine, Anna was thoroughly prepared to enter the Scottish court before she left 
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Denmark by learning French.515 French was the language of the Scottish court, so she 
was able to communicate with nearly everyone at court from when she arrived. She spoke 
both Danish and German (which was the language of the Danish royal court) as well, and 
she most likely was well trained in Latin.516 It was not long before she learned both Scots 
and English, and later she was tutored in Italian.517 Languages were never an issue for 
Anna, and from her earliest days in both Scotland and England she was able to speak 
with and understand many of her new subjects. 
Contemporaries would have expected a consort to either sire or bear a royal heir, 
and Anna had already given birth to three decently healthy and thriving children with 
another on the way, which was a marked change from the last seventy years, when the 
last royal child, Edward VI, had been born in England. Because she and James had 
already fulfilled their spousal duties to procreate, this left Anna with a bit more freedom 
in how she shaped her role as consort. The generation of heirs was certainly important for 
husbands and wives in the continuation of their families (and dynastically important for 
royal spouses), but consorts did much more than simply make babies, as I have 
previously shown. By already having heirs, especially popular ones such as Henry 
Frederick and Elizabeth, Anna was able to step into the English courts and perform the 
role of consort exactly how she wanted. First, though, she needed to learn how to become 
a queen in a first place, which she did in Scotland beginning in 1590. In this section, I 
will focus on the earliest events of Anna’s tenure as queen consort in both Scotland and 
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England. Anna built her networks of support quickly and used various means of 
persuasion to help the circles form around her: first, enmity towards a shared adversary 
and second, the chance for social advancement. 
 The first few months of marriage to James were filled with family and travel. She 
had attempted to make the journey across the North Sea but was beaten back by a 
multitude of maritime misfortunes. To collect his bride and ensure her safety, James 
sailed to ‘rescue’ Anna from where she had landed in Norway and the two spent the 
winter meeting her family and traveling about the lands held by the Oldenburgs. In the 
spring, though, James needed to get back to ruling his realm and so they left for Scotland. 
The king may have been relieved to take a break from ruling - the Scottish nobility were 
a fractious bunch and the royal government’s relationship with the Kirk was fraught with 
complications. From the beginning of her tenure as queen of Scots, Anna battled two of 
James’ ministers, John Maitland the Lord Chancellor of Scotland, and Sir James Melville 
of Halhill.518 With Maitland, she fought for lordship rights to Musselburgh, and she 
resented the perceived power Melville had over her life after James appointed him as a 
gentleman of her chamber. 
 As part of her morwyngift, or morrowing gift (a gift given by a new husband to 
his wife the morning after they wed), James gave Anna the abbey lands of Dunfermline, 
specifically excluding the lordship of Musselburgh, as he had already granted those to 
Maitland in 1587.  Carleton Williams points to this – and Anna’s supposed craving of 
security – as the start of her toxic relationship with Maitland. “This [the lack of 
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Musselburgh] was a gnawing grievance to Anne, which time did nothing to minimise,” 
wrote Carleton Williams in her biography of Anne.519 In Carleton Williams’ 
interpretation of events, it was simply Anna’s wounded pride and her need for security in 
her adopted realm that necessitated a struggle to gain all of what she thought were her 
rightful lands. While having access to the lordships and rents of various dower lands 
could be helpful in building a network of support, as Katherine of Aragon found to her 
benefit, Anna had been granted a substantial amount of land already. As part of the 
marriage contract, which I will discuss in more detail in the next chapter, Anna was 
guaranteed the palace of Linlithgow, the castle of Falkland, and an undetermined 
property within Scotland, “with all the revenues of these properties and their 
pertinents.”520 This should have set her up nicely in Scotland, and Carleton Williams 
explains Anna’s attachment to this one particular property as not having it was an insult 
against her queenly honor, because James had supposedly given it to her. Other historians 
have argued that it was not initially a fight over property at all, but that the land dispute 
became embroiled in an entirely separate affair.521  
 It is quite unknown exactly what Maitland said or did that enraged Anna so. 
Letters and diplomatic missives acknowledge that something happened, but extant 
documents tend not to go into detail. In a later dispatch from Robert Bowes to William 
Cecil, Lord Burghley, Bowes alluded to Anna’s intransigence as a stumbling block to 
working with Maitland. “Lastly, the chief adversary (or enemy as your lordship writes) to 
the Chancellor,” wrote Bowes, “is the Queen of Scots, who upon ‘conceipt’ that he as far 
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forgotten himself by rash words to the King of Scots narrowly touching her, remains still 
offended, and for her sake the Duke of Lennox, Bothwell, Mar and Lord Hume fiercely 
prosecute him.”522 The duke of Lennox, Ludovic Stewart, James’ second cousin and son 
of the king’s great early favorite Esme Stewart; Francis Stewart, earl of Bothwell; the earl 
of Mar, John Erskine, James’ foster-brother; and Alexander, Lord Home were a disparate 
group of men who had, by turns, either been in rebellion against James or fighting one 
another. Bothwell, Erskine, and Home were all involved in the Ruthven Raid which 
captured and imprisoned James in 1582. By late 1593, however, Anna had built a cadre 
of supporters which clearly included the aforementioned noblemen for the purpose of 
overthrowing Maitland, or at least making good on Anna’s claim to Musselburgh.  
As Bowes alluded to in his missive, in her struggle for supremacy over Maitland, 
in which the lordship of Musselburgh became the symbol of victory, Anna enlisted the 
aid of disparate lords within the Scottish nobility. In a letter written on 6 January 1592, 
possibly to William Douglas, 10th earl of Angus, Anna wrote that “We well believe you 
are not ignorant that his Majesty, my very dear husband,  is deceived, the nobility 
unhonoured, the Church ill provided for, and the whole kingdom ill governed, through 
the avarice, perverse and subtle practices of the Chancellor [Maitland]…”523 Concerned 
with how badly she felt Maitland was advising James, and his “presumption to speak evil 
of us,” Anna reached out to the recipient who as “a person belonging to this country” 
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would be “more proper and suitable to assist us in that matter.”524 If she was indeed 
writing to Douglas, this was a well thought out move, because he was a direct descendant 
of James I, and so as a kinsman could have had privileged access to the king. Douglas 
also was a peer of the realm, and had influence related to his high social standing. 
Utilizing both her connections back home, her brother was king of Denmark, and 
with the network she had built in Scotland, Anna was able to browbeat Maitland until he 
gave up the lordship of Musselburgh. It took Anna working behind the scenes with her 
circle of noblemen and her brother sending academics and ambassadors a few years to get 
her satisfaction regarding Musselburgh. First, her brother sent Dr. Paul Knibbius, who 
dealt with the tricky situation of figuring out the legality of James giving the lands to 
Anna – they were former monastery lands and the Scots were still figuring out the 
intricacies of dissolving the former church-held lands.525 In 1593, Christian sent a group 
of ambassadors to speed along a resolution favorable to Anna – legally it seemed 
Maitland had been fairly granted the lands through deed by Parliament, and it was only 
the ambiguous wording of the morrowing gift deed that had led to the conflict.526 Peter 
Young, James’ former tutor, unsurprisingly and unsuccessfully tried to convince the 
Danes that Maitland’s claim was good. Even when the occupants of the lands “offered to 
cede the revenues for the queen’s lifetime,” they were “turned down by the envoys; Anne 
wanted the full possession promised in her bond, no more nor less.”527 Despairing of a 
time when the queen consort was not his enemy, Maitland contemplated escaping to 
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England in late 1592. “The Chancellor, ready to go to England,” Robert Bowes reported 
to Burghley on 4 October, “is stayed by Bowes, for Bowes gave advertisement that the 
Court in Scotland was changeable, and therefore no need to hasten into England, but 
rather to attend and see how the wind should be.”528 In the same letter, Bowes reported 
that Maitland was in good favor with James, but “finding the Queen in displeasure 
against the Chancellor, the King moved her either as party to declare his fault, or else as a 
principal to hear his petition; whereupon it is advised that the Chancellor shall in humble 
wise submit and make suit to the Queen for her favour and good countenance.”529 
Thoroughly chastened, Maitland died not long after he had made his way into Anna’s 
good graces. 
Anna, the first queen consort in Scotland since the days of Marie de Guise, from 
the moment of her first steps onto the purple carpeted soil of Scotland, was able to create 
the role of queen consort to her liking. Even though she was young, not even fifteen when 
she married James, she quickly assessed the fractious political situation in her adopted 
land and jumped into the fray when she felt that hers and James’ honor was impugned. 
Her performance of the queen consort’s roles then, included her as protector of her 
growing family (as Anna was pregnant with Henry Frederick in mid- to late- 1593).  
While defender of the family honor was not necessarily a typical role played by the 
consort, she utilized her knowledge of Scottish politics to make alliances and to achieve 
her goals. She continued to jump into the political fray throughout her years in Scotland, 
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but when she moved to England her mode of political activity shifted to include greater 
patronage and performance.  
England, unsurprisingly, was wealthier than Scotland, so when Elizabeth died in 
1603, Anna built a glittering, sophisticated court where she demonstrated favor through 
patronage and through casting her masques.  Almost immediately after Elizabeth’s death, 
James and Robert Cecil worked to place high-born Englishwomen into Anna’s new 
household, essentially transferring Elizabeth’s women to Anna’s service. Selection of 
these women was important as “from accounts of the participation of noblewomen in 
Anna’s progress south, it would appear that a queen consort was generally regarded as 
the (social) head of all female nobles in the land.”530 However, Elizabeth’s old household 
servants were expected attend to the late queen until her body was interred and final rites 
performed. Out of respect for Elizabeth, Anna had to wait until the late queen had been 
laid to rest properly before leaving Scotland. Once that business was done, two groups of 
women travelled to the north to meet Anna – one was that assembled by Cecil and James 
and one that was a self-selected cadre of ladies who wanted to serve Anna. The group 
that Cecil and James had chosen included some of Elizabeth’s most devoted ladies, such 
as Philadelphia Carey, the Lady Scrope, who had served the last Tudor queen since 1588 
and had attended her at her death.531  
The other group was led by Lucy Russell, countess of Bedford and included 
Penelope Lady Rich, “the Ladie Hastings, the Ladie Cecil, the Ladie Hatton, the Ladie 
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Harrington,” and Mary Sidney, countess of Pembroke.532 Bedford had long been known 
as a patronage of the arts and literature in England, and was the female head of what 
Leeds Barroll calls “The Essex Circle,” and its members were “among the most 
significant patrons of literature, drama, painting, and music in England, and are thereby 
central to the artistic history of the early Stuart era.”533 Lucy’s husband, Edward Russell, 
had sided with Robert Devereux, earl of Essex when he rebelled against Elizabeth in 
1601. Also close to Essex’s sisters, Penelope Rich and Dorothy, who had been selected 
by James and Cecil for Anna’s household, Lucy was well involved in the literature and 
arts scene in London in the late 1590s and into the early seventeenth century.  
Where the group of ladies sent by Cecil were obliged to wait at Berwick-upon-
Tweed for their new mistress, Lucy’s group did not adhere to such ceremony. In his 
History of the Kirk, David Calderwood notes that after retrieving her son from Stirling 
Anna went to Edinburgh with him and her new group of ladies. “Upon Tuisday, the 31st 
of May,” he wrote, “the queen and the prince came from the palace of Halyrudhous, to 
the Great Kirk of Edinburgh, ryding in a coache, and accompanied with manie English 
ladies in coaches, and some ryding on faire hors.”534 Clearly this had to be an unofficial 
entourage of English ladies as the approved retinue were still politely waiting at the 
border for their new queen. 
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This renegade group accompanied Anna on her first English progress, which was 
a way of showing her and her eldest son and daughter, Henry Frederick, and Elizabeth 
(who had been named for the late English queen), off to their new subjects, as well as 
traveling in style to London from Edinburgh. Taking care to present herself in the most 
regal and queenly manner, Anna had a new coach designed and ordered new clothing for 
herself, Henry, and Elizabeth.535 James had some of the late Queen Elizabeth’s clothes 
sent to Anna as well, so she could properly dress the part of an English queen.536 Her 
initial progress, the one in which she departed from Scotland, was her first opportunity to 
perform as England’s new queen consort in front of her new subjects. Understandably 
excited to have a new queen consort, especially one who brought a healthy son along 
with her, the English were ready to accept Anna as their new consort, “In all places, 
wheresoever they arrived, most joyfully received and entertained in as loving, duteous, 
and honorable a manner as all Cities, Townes, and particularly Knyghtes and Gentlemen, 
had formerlie done to the Kinge’s most excellent Majestie.”537 Along the rest of the 
journey the English continued to do their best to impress their new royal consort. 
Stopping at major towns and households along the way, Anna and her family 
were entertained and feted everywhere they went. It was both a relaxing and exciting 
journey for the family, they took time where they “reposed themselves certain daies” and 
were given gifts and entertained sumptuously on the others.538 At York, Anna was given 
a “large silver cup, with a cover double gilt, weighing forty-eight ounces… with 
fourscore angells of gold included in it,” Henry was “presented with a silver cup with a 
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cover, double gilt, weight twenty ounces and twenty pounds in gold,” and Elizabeth was 
given “a purse of twenty angells of gold.”539 Moving on from York, the royal family 
stopped at Grimston, Worksop, Newark, Nottingham, Ashby-de-la-Zouch, and Dingly, 
where they met Lady Anne Clifford who wrote that Anna was gracious as “she kissed us 
all, and used us kindly.”540  At Worksop, Anna impressed with both her beauty and kind 
nature. She “won all hearts by taking Robert Cecil’s little son [William] in her arms, 
kissing him twice and tying a jewel on his ear, after he had charmed the spectators by 
dancing a galliard with Princess Elizabeth.”541 
Signs of the love Anna earned from her diligent attention to her subjects 
abounded. “As the royal party were coming down a hill near Nottingham,” she was met 
with some of her non-noble subjects. A group of young girls had laid flower petals along 
the road Anna was traveling and some young men drove “a flock of sheep with 
dazzlingly white fleeces.”542 After the sheep had cleared the path, “a band of huntsmen in 
gold and silver coats appeared driving a herd of tame deer whose horns were tipped in 
gold.”543 Anna was reportedly enchanted by the display from her new subjects, and she 
worked to earn that love from others as she continued on her progress. 
Moving on from Dingley, Anna sent Elizabeth  to stay with her new English 
guardians, Anne Harington (nee Keilway) and John Harington, Baron Harington at their 
home, Coombe Abbey.544 Anna and Henry, along with the rest of the elaborate 
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entourage, went to Althorp, the home of Sir Robert Spencer. There, they were entertained 
with the first known masque performed for Anna in England, A Particular Entertainment 
of the Queen and Prince their Highnesses at Althorp. The show, which was written by 
Ben Jonson, compared Anna to the fairy queen Mab and flattered her. A Satyr character, 
according to the stage directions, “gazed the Queen and the Prince in the face” and said 
“Sure they are of heavenly race.”545 During the show, she was presented with a gem of 
some kind by the Faery character who said, “Madame, now an end to make,/Deigne a 
simple guift to take:/ Only for the Faeries sake.”546 She and Henry then rested that 
evening and the next day. Before leaving Althorp, Spencer had hired a troupe of morris 
dancers to entertain the queen consort, some of whom were dressed as clowns. “Their 
leader,” who tried to give a speech which could not be heard due to the amount of people 
crowded into the hall, was “attired in a pair of breeches which were made to come up to 
his neck, with his arms out at his pockets, and a cap drowning his face.”547 Then the rest 
of the group came out and danced, much to Anna and Henry’s delight.  
After leaving Althorp, James met his wife and son at Easton Neston, the home of 
Sir George Fermor. Anna continued to make a good impression on the nobility with her 
gracious demeanor. As Dudley Carleton, a contemporary courtier and prolific letter 
writer, wrote, “She giveth great contentment to the world in her fashion and courteous 
behaviour to the people.”548 At one of the next stops on their way to London, James and 
Anna were met with “the Great Ladies of England,” who had “come to the Court to 
performe their homage unto her Highness, who with great reverence, kneeling one by 
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one, kissed her Majesties hand,” which was pretty typical of meeting one’s new monarch 
and consort for the first time. However, the eye-witness account continued, “Being hard 
to discerne whether the mildness of the Soveraigne [Anna], or humility of the subject was 
greatest.”549 As I mentioned in a previous chapter, at her later Entry to London with 
James the next summer, Anna was lauded for her mild disposition. Perhaps she learned 
on this journey from Scotland that the English nobility responded well to a ‘mild’ 
mannered woman? She knew how to perform royalty and how to endear her subjects to 
her – and she did this well.  
The renegade group of English ladies, led by Lucy, quickly became part of 
Anna’s chosen household once she made it to England. There were also a select few who 
Anna chose from James’ suggested group as well. The Essex Circle enveloped Anna and 
included her in their patronage habits and introduced her to their artists and authors. Once 
introduced, Anna was a supportive patron to writers, especially Samuel Daniel, whom 
she commissioned to write the first courtly masque in which she performed in England, 
the Vision of the Twelve Goddesses. This masque was foundational for Anna – in it she 
claimed some of the late Elizabeth’s iconography as her own and refashioned it to suit 
her personality and purposes. Indeed, Daniel himself had been patronized by Elizabeth, 
so he was an apt choice for author.550 
Written by Samuel Daniel and likely designed by Inigo Jones, The Vision of the 
Twelve Goddesses was performed on the evening of 8 January 1604. The story of the 
masque involves a Greco-Roman inspired interpretation of Night and Sleep, who share a 
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vision of the titular twelve goddesses descending a mountain to leave offerings at the 
Temple of Peace. Some of the larger themes in the dialogue before Anna and her ladies 
took to the floor included “the union of Scotland and England,” which “was a validation 
of the incoming Stuart rulers’ negotiation of English monarchical authority and its 
existing physical and conceptual structures of power.”551 The goddesses, acted by Anna 
and her ladies, were the nonspeaking stars of the production who each gave an offering to 
Peace and then led the masques’ guests in a dance. As each goddess could only be 
performed by one individual, who was cast in each role was of great importance – 
dancing with the queen in the first masque of her husband’s reign was a sign of favor and 
went a long way in demonstrating Anna’s priorities and interests in patronage and the 
court she wanted to create. 
Derived from a pan Greco-Roman pantheon, the goddesses were ranked in four 
distinct tiers formed of three goddesses in each level. The top three were Juno, Pallas 
Athena, and Venus. They were performed by Catherine Howard, duchess of Suffolk; 
Anna; and Lady Penelope Rich, respectively. The next three goddesses were Diana, 
Vesta, Persephone, and they were performed by Lucy Russell; Frances Stuart, countess of 
Hertford, who was one of the late Elizabeth’s Howard relations through the queen’s 
mother Anne Boleyn; and Elizabeth de Vere, the countess of Derby, who had been one of 
the gentlewomen of Elizabeth’s Privy Chamber.552 The next tier of goddesses was 
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comprised of Macaria, Concordia, and Astraea. Macaria was performed by Lady 
Elizabeth Hatton, who was granddaughter to Elizabeth’s great Secretary of State, William 
Cecil, lord Burghley; the new countess of Nottingham, Margaret Stewart, danced as 
Concordia553; and Astraea was performed by Lady Audrey Walsingham, who had served 
Elizabeth as a gentlewoman of the Privy Chamber and Bedchamber.554 Rounding out the 
goddesses were Flora, Ceres, and Tethys, who were danced by Susan de Vere, the 
countess of Montgomery; Lady Dorothy Hastings, baroness of Roscommon555; and Lady 
Elizabeth Howard, respectively.556  
Each dancer wore sumptuous costumes, at least some of which had been 
fashioned from gowns that had belonged to the late Elizabeth. “The Queene intendeth to 
make a mask this Christmas,” wrote Arbella Stuart, “to which end my Lady of Suffolk 
and my Lady Walsingham have warrants to take of the late Queenes best apparel out of 
the Tower at theyr discretion.”557 Repurposing old clothes was a well-worn practice in 
Tudor society as clothing, especially that belonging to Elizabeth, was costly and one was 
not likely to find anything finer on such short notice.558 
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The group of women who danced with Anna represented her dedication to 
honoring the late Elizabeth’s household and family as well as developing a new network 
of supporters. By including so many women who had served Elizabeth, Anna performed 
the role of an incoming queen well – she linked her image and household with that of the 
previous beloved queen and in so doing honored the women for their loyalty, lineage, and 
previous service. Including women who had not served Elizabeth, though, offered 
interesting new opportunities to network in and with the royal courts. The inclusion of 
women from the Essex Circle also offered rehabilitation for those families because after 
the traitorous actions of Robert Devereaux in 1601, Elizabeth had banished many of his 
kinsmen and women from court.   
One significant demonstration of how Anna bestowed favor was in giving the role 
of Juno, the queen goddess of the Greek pantheon, to the duchess of Suffolk. As the new 
queen of England, it would have perhaps made the most sense for Anna herself to play 
Juno, as Daniel had expected she would – but Anna wanted to play Pallas Athena, further 
linking her image with that of the late Elizabeth, as well as give honor to Suffolk. Suffolk 
had been a lady of Elizabeth’s privy chamber in the last years of the queen’s life.559 
Catherine Howard (nee Knyvett)’s husband was Lord Thomas Howard, and James had 
created Howard as the earl of Suffolk in May of 1603, as well as privy councillor and 
lord chamberlain.560 By honoring Suffolk with the role of Juno, Anna was performing 
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unity and creating strong connections between hers and James’ households. While she 
had a separate household, performing her loyalty to James and to his network of 
supporters created the perception of cohesion between the two households and allowed 
Anna to act as an avenue to James for those outside of his household. 
Masquing was an opportunity for Anna to showcase the type of queen consort she 
wanted to be. In choosing the role of Athena, the goddess of war, for herself, Anna 
showcased how she saw herself. Anna linked herself with the memory of Elizabeth, 
which was important in establishing Anna as Elizabeth’s successor. As a wife and 
mother, Anna certainly was not a ‘virgin queen’ but she was well educated, intelligent, 
and knew how to maneuver political situations much like the late queen. Through 
performance, Anna set herself up to be Elizabeth’s political successor and by choosing 
such iconography at her first courtly masque, was announcing that intention to the world.  
Performing on a stage was not Anna’s only path to crafting new networks of 
support in England. Patronage was also available to her as means of creating networks of 
obligation. Indeed, her chosen circle of ladies were all familiar with different artists and 
artisans who sought wealthy patrons. One of her ladies, the younger countess of Derby, 
Elizabeth de Vere (who had danced with her in The Vision of the Twelve Goddesses and 
all of her later masques), had connections to the earl of Oxford’s servants, her father’s 
player company.561 Elizabeth’s husband, William Stanley, also sponsored a player 
company.562 Elizabeth’s younger sister, Susan, another of Anna’s ladies, was a patron of 
John Donne.563 Of Anna’s ladies, though, the one who perhaps had the strongest 
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networks of patronage was Lucy Russell. Lucy was, like Susan, a patron of Donne, but it 
was most likely Lucy who introduced Daniel to the new queen. Also important to Anna’s 
patronage circle was William Herbert, earl of Pembroke. William was the nephew of her 
Lord Chamberlain and Susan deVere’s brother in law. William patronized Inigo Jones 
and Ben Jonson, was friends with Richard Burbage, the actor, and was “a dedicatee of the 
Shakespeare First Folio.”564  
Perhaps one of Anna’s first opportunities to extend her patronage as queen 
consort in England was to the Players of the Revels, or Queen Anne’s Company.  
Comprised of the earl of Oxford’s Men and Worcester’s Men, the combined company 
became one of the new royally patronized theatre groups.565 In 1603, the Players of the 
Revels acted out of the Curtain theatre and included some of the most famous actors and 
playwrights of the day in their ranks, including Christopher Beeston and Thomas 
Heywood.566  They also acted out of the Red Bull theatre, and then eventually moved to 
the Cockpit. The Cockpit was in a wealthier part of the city, and ticket prices rose 
significantly, which was so unpopular with the playgoing audiences that they set fire to 
the theatre, prompting the company’s move back to the Red Bull. 
Anna continued to patronize the Players throughout her lifetime – and even after 
she died, they called themselves the Queen Anne’s Servants. Through their work, Anna 
connected herself with the general populace of London. She also patronized travelling 
troupes (much like Katherine of Aragon) and so these groups would have been 
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ambassadors throughout the rural areas of England for her and spread her largesse with 
them. Her progresses, upon which she regularly embarked, continued for years; she loved 
to travel about the countryside while conveniently escaping summer plague season in 
London. Through her progresses, she visited Bath, Winchester, Bristol, Wells, and 
Woodstock, as well as utilizing residences closer to London. These progresses were an 
opportunity for Anna to emphasize her loyalty to James and to show themselves off in 
their fine clothes and trappings. Some of these journeys she took with James, such as the 
one to Winchester, but others, such as one to Bath to take the waters after Prince Henry’s 
death, she took on her own.  
When Henry VIII left England to fight in France, he left his current wife as his 
regent, in charge of English affairs until his eventual return. Katherine of Aragon and 
Katherine Parr both aptly demonstrated their abilities in this role, working with the Privy 
Council and others to ensure English safety, prosperity, and security. When James left 
England to return to Scotland in 1617, he did not leave Anna as sole regent, even though 
she had proven time and again she was a capable political operator who was popular with 
the people. Instead, he left an appointed council, of which Anna was a member. The other 
members were her son, Charles, the seventeen-year-old Prince of Wales; the Archbishop 
of Canterbury, George Abbot; Edward Somerset, the earl of Worcester and James’ Lord 
Privy Seal; Lord Chancellor Baron Ellsmere, Thomas Egerton; and Thomas Howard, earl 
of Suffolk, the Lord High Treasurer.567 Because she was not given the title of regent, this 
period of her tenure has been largely overlooked. However, just because she was not the 
one James left in charge does not mean that she was not the loudest voice in the council. 
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The Venetian ambassador, Lionello, reported back to the Doge and Senate that “The 
Council meets frequently, at Greenwich where the Queen generally lives,” which could 
show that Anna, even though not the titular head, was hosting meetings at her 
convenience.568 Having the highly influential and well-placed men at her disposal 
indicates that she was at least important, if not unofficially in charge, in the council. The 
council worked together running the engines of state without their monarch, even as 
Anna’s health faded, through the fall until James returned. In this case, no great invasion 
or battle was fought by the council and the realm was run smoothly by the council until 
James’ return. 
Anna was talented at learning languages, which helped her to successfully craft 
networks of support in both Scotland and England. She built these connections quickly 
and was skilled in employing them to achieve her goals, such as when Anna obtained her 
morrowing gift from Maitland and in setting up circles of patronage and mutual 
obligation in England, ingratiating herself to her new subjects through grace and largesse. 
To realize these goals, Anna needed the help of powerful nobles and she had been 
working on her network from even before she stepped onto English soil. With her 
network, Anna funded theatre companies, artists, musicians, architects, and so much 
more, which helped to make the Jacobean period flush with creative energy. The effects 
of her choices, along with the support of her domestic circles, were long lasting for 
England’s generation of literature, poetry, and plays, for architecture, and for setting the 
tense political scene at the beginning of her son Charles’ reign. Though she did not work 
 
568 CSP Venice: April 1617 (no. 412). 
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alone, Anna, better than many, knew how to accomplish political and personal goals – 
she was almost always in the room where it happened.   
Henriette Marie de Bourbon – Queen of England, Scotland, and Ireland 
“The Marriage has not changed her one whit; it has not made her English and does not seem 
likely to do so by a long way.”569 – an Italian ambassador, most likely Angelo Contarini 
Unusual for royal marriages, Henriette Marie was able to see her future husband 
in person before they wed. Of course, she could not have known at that point the Prince 
of Wales, on his way to Spain, would be her husband only a few years hence as he was 
heading to Madrid to personally negotiate a marriage with the infanta Maria Ana. He had 
the opportunity to watch rehearsals for a court masque in which Henriette Marie 
performed alongside Anne of Austria, the infanta Maria Ana’s elder sister. He wrote 
home to his father about the experience as:  
Since the closing of our last we have beene at Court again, (and that we 
might not houd you in paine, we assure you we have not been knownen,) 
where we saw the young Queene, littell Monsieur, and Madame, at the 
practising of a Maske that is intended by the Queene to be presented to the 
Kinge, and in it there danced the Queene and Madame with as manie as 
made up nineteen faire dancing ladies, amongst which the Queene is the 
handsomest, which hath wrought in me a greater desier to see her sister.570 
 
569 "Appendix I," in Calendar of State Papers Relating To English Affairs in the Archives of Venice, 
Volume 19, 1625-1626, ed. Allen B Hinds (London: His Majesty's Stationery Office, 1913), 597-608. 
British History Online, accessed May 1, 2020, http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-
papers/venice/vol19/pp597-608. 
570 Sir Henry Ellis, Original Letters, Illustrative of English History, vol. 3, series 3 (London: Harding, 
Triphook, Lepard, 1824) 121-122. 
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While Henriette Marie was certainly present, the madame in Charles’ letter, she was not 
the Prince’s focus – that attention was saved for Anne herself. If Anne was beautiful, then 
her sister was likely to be as well. Although Charles found Anne attractive, his marriage 
to her younger sister fell through and he found himself married to the young madame in 
1625. I will discuss more of the political ramifications of the switch from a Spanish 
match to a French one in the next chapter, but what is more important here is the fact that 
Henriette Marie had not originally been affianced to a foreign dynasty. The French 
alliance was a second choice for Charles and England and while it was the far more 
prestigious match for Henriette Marie, as the youngest daughter in her family she had 
been initially affianced to a French kinsman, Louis de Bourbon the Comte de Soisson. 
While she had been trained well for a role as a royal consort in France, her educational 
program was sorely lacking in languages or history, both of which would have been 
beneficial for her in England. She was, as I will explore, very well trained in the skills 
necessary for success at the French court – dancing, singing, French, and decorum. She 
loved performing and the masque Charles saw, and Henriette Marie’s participation in it, 
foreshadowed her continued passion for performance at the English court.  
 Much like Katherine of Aragon and Philip of Spain, Henriette Marie did not speak 
much, or any, English before she married into the Stuart family. While Charles could 
speak fluent French, and so could much of the court, language quickly became one of 
many categories of difference that separated Henriette Marie from her new subjects.571 
Her early life was spent split between the ostentatious grandeur of the French court and 
 
571 Hibbard, Caroline M. "Henrietta Maria [Princess Henrietta Maria of France] (1609–1669), queen of 
England, Scotland, and Ireland, consort of Charles I." Oxford Dictionary of National Biography. 23 Sep. 
2004; Accessed 29 Apr. 2020. https://www-oxforddnb-
com.libproxy.unl.edu/view/10.1093/ref:odnb/9780198614128.001.0001/odnb-9780198614128-e-12947. 
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her nursery in St. Germain, where she was surrounded by countryside and carefully 
cultivated gardens. Much like the other three consorts in this study, Henriette Marie also 
studied under tutors as a child. Where Katherine and Philip learned Latin and Anna was 
exposed to natural philosophy and astronomy (her mother was a patron of Tycho Brahe) 
in addition to modern languages such as German, Danish, and French, Henriette Marie 
only studied reading and writing in her native French. Throughout her life, Henriette 
Marie would prefer to speak and write in French over any other language. 
 If Henriette Marie were to have stayed in France, her French language skills, high 
ranking status as sister of the king, and the intensive training she received in riding, 
singing, dancing, and acting would have ensured she was a leader at court. Her 
educational program did not encourage her ability to seek out new intellectual challenges 
or foster an ability to adapt to changing circumstances. Instead, she was to leave behind a 
land where she was respected and where she understood the culture to one where 
everything was foreign and she was the object of fear and anger as she was an outsider. 
England required more than a bit of an adjustment.  
 Unlike Katherine or Anna’s educational experiences, Henriette Marie was not 
trained for life at a foreign court. Again, unlike Katherine and Anna, Henriette Marie did 
not have the relative luxury of a prolonged relationship with her future husband before 
stepping into the roles and duties of a consort. She was consort from the moment she set 
foot on English soil. Teaching her to perform Englishness, again, whatever that may have 
looked like, was never on her tutor’s docket. Being French, and performing Frenchness, 
especially Catholic Frenchness, was enough.  
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 Speaking no English before she left France, Henriette Marie made use of the 
translation services of Sir Tobie Matthew, a career courtier and MP who had been exiled 
for his conversion to Catholicism.572 A skilled linguist and priest, Matthew had been an 
unofficial negotiator in Charles’ Spanish match when he advised Philip IV to reduce his 
expectations on what kind of religious tolerance the English were able to enact and to 
give Charles, who had been negotiating on his own “some foot of ground, as whereupon 
he may with honour stay and perfect the treaty.”573 After being knighted for his help, 
Matthew went to Paris where he met Henriette Marie as part of the group sent by Charles 
to collect his new bride. He was enchanted by her, reporting back to Katherine Villiers, 
the duchess of Buckingham that, “She is a most sweet lovely Creature, and hath a 
Countenance which opens a Window into her Heart, where a Man may see all Nobleness 
and Goodness; and I dare venture my Head that she will be extraordinarily loved by our 
Nation, and deserve to be so.”574 Others, such as Henry Rich, Lord Kensington, James’ 
envoy to France who began the marriage negotiations, were also taken with her, writing 
back that she was “sweetest creature in France,” and that “her growth is very little short 
of her age; and her wisdom is infinitely beyond it. I heard her discourse with her mother, 
and the Ladies about her, with extraordinary discretion, and quicknesse.”575   
 Henriette Marie continued to enchant her new subjects after she landed in Dover 
and met Charles. Quick witted, when she saw Charles eyeing her feet, she surmised he 
 
572 Loomie, A. J. "Matthew, Sir Toby [Tobie] (1577–1655), writer and courtier." Oxford Dictionary of 
National Biography. 23 Sep. 2004; Accessed 29 Apr. 2020. https://www-oxforddnb-
com.libproxy.unl.edu/view/10.1093/ref:odnb/9780198614128.001.0001/odnb-9780198614128-e-18343. 
573 As quoted in ODNB, “Matthew, Sir Toby.” 
574 G. Bedell and T. Collins, eds. Cabala, Sive, Scrinia Sacra [Electronic Resource]: Mysteries of State and 
Government (London: G. Bedell and T. Collins, Middle-Temple-Gate in Fleetstreet, 1663), 302, Sir Toby 
Mathew to the Duchess of Buckingham, 9 June 1625. 
575 Ellis, Original Letters, ser. 1,vol. III, 178 
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was wondering just how tall she was. She lifted the hem of her skirt, showing off her 
shoes and said “Sire, I stand upon mine own feet. I have no help by art. This high am I, 
and neither higher nor lower.”576 The observant letter writer, a Mr. Mead, described the 
new consort, fresh from her sea journey, as “nimble and quick, black-eyed, brown-haired, 
and in a word, a brave Lady, though perhaps a little touched with the green sickness.”577 
The greensickness could have been merely seasickness or it could have been a reference 
to chlorosis, a disorder believed to occur almost exclusively in young, virginal women 
soon after puberty, which was characterized by a greenish pallor of the skin.578 Even 
though she may not have been feeling well, Henriette Marie knew how to perform the 
role of new royal consort when she wanted to do so– she was charming and took the time 
to demonstrate, for all of those gathered, the expected deference and respect for Charles 
and his court. After a meal, Henriette Marie knelt before Charles and kissed his hand, 
waiting for him to raise her up, which he quickly did.579  
 Another letter, from the same date 17 June 1625 described a meeting between 
Charles and Henriette Marie. She knew how to demonstrate for the gathered members of 
court her understanding of the role of consort – a helpmeet to the sovereign. Even though 
Henriette Marie was not ready for Charles to visit her in the morning, as soon as she 
knew he was there she immediately went to meet him. “Offering to kneel down and to 
kiss his hand,” the letter writer described, “he rapt her up in his arms and kissed her with 
 
576 Sir Henry Ellis, ed. Original Letters, illustrative of English history vol. 3 (London: Harding, Triphook & 
Lepart, 1825), 197. 
577 Ellis, Original Letters, 197. Emphasis is mine.  
578 "chlorosis, n.". OED Online. September 2020. Oxford University Press. https://www-oed-
com.libproxy.unl.edu/view/Entry/32071 (accessed October 11, 2020). 
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many kisses.”580 The act of kneeling is an act of supplication – which is one of the 
reasons why it was used in intercession. Performing deference for their sovereign and her 
husband, Henriette Marie did exactly what the English expected of her. This was partly 
why she made such wonderful impressions to start off with – she kept her temper in 
check and played the role of the chaste, silent, and obedient wife. Her first words to 
Charles, according to the letter writer were “Sire, je suis venue en ce pais de vostre Mate 
pour estre useé et commandeé de vous.”581 While not everyone could understand French, 
Mr. Mead obviously could, and so this made a good impression on him. Another light of 
hope for him and the Protestant English was when she was asked about possible 
conversion, she reportedly replied, “why not? Was not my Father one?”582 
 Henriette Marie’s religion was the cause of much fear and frustration for many 
English subjects who either hoped, like Mr. Mead, that she could convert to 
Protestantism, or that she would at least not meddle and seek to convert the English to 
Catholicism. Her marriage agreement stipulated that she could have 28 priests in her 
household, a bishop for an almoner, a similar household to what would have been granted 
to Maria Ana, and all of her “domestique servannts, whom she shall bring with her into 
England shalbe Catholique and Ffrenchmen chosen by the Kinge of Ffraunce, and when 
any dye or shalbe chaunged Madame shall take in there places other Catholique and 
Ffrenchmen, or English yf the Kinge of Greate Brittaine agree to it.”583 Her household, 
 
580 Ellis, Original Letters, 198.  
581 Ellis, Original Letters, 198. A possible translation: “Sire, I am come to this country of your Majesty to 
be used and commanded by you.”  
582 Ellis, Original Letters, 199.  
583 G. Dyfnallt Owen, ed., “A Treatie of Marriage between the Kinges of Brittaine and of Fraunce for the 
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which would eventually become one of the larger scandals and struggles early on in their 
marriage, was not at worrying as the 16th article of the marriage agreement, “The children 
[of their marriage] shalbe brought upp about Madame untill the age of 13 yeeres.”584 
Unless Henriette Marie converted to Protestantism, this would mean that the heirs to the 
throne were to be raised in a Catholic household. Prolific letter writer John Chamberlain 
predicted that Henriette Marie would not convert – even before she arrived in England, as 
“somewhat more is to be performed for the Catholike cause before we shall see her, and 
then we are fallen out of the frieng pan into the fire.”585  
 While the young queen was able to enchant people when she met them, there 
were a good many people she would never have been able with whom to personally 
interact. Those subjects were asked to pray for their new queen and to thank God for her 
union with their king so that the stability of the kingdom could be assured – but no one 
could agree on the Anglicization of her name! “She was prayed for last weeke in the 
Kings chappell by the name of Quene Henry for Henriette,” Chamberlain wrote to friend 
and career diplomat Dudley Carleton, “but since the stile is chaunged every where to 
Quene Marie.”586 Henriette was too foreign a name for most English, but Henry was a 
man’s name, so Charles suggested that she be called Mary. The name ‘Mary’ would have 
reminded subjects of not one but two queens who left behind questionable legacies for 
the Protestant English – Charles’ grandmother Mary Queen of Scots and Queen Mary I. 
While Henriette Marie, for her part, would continue to sign every document placed in 
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front of her as “Henriette Marie” she was known as Queen Mary throughout England. 
She did not get to choose this version of her name, but it certainly contributed to her 
subject’s feelings. Especially as both the previous Marys were Catholic queens and Mary 
Queen of Scots had also been a French queen.  
 Much like other foreign-born consorts, Henriette Marie brought with her a 
household equipped and staffed with individuals from her natal country. Some or most of 
these servants are usually sent away within a short amount of time, after the consort 
becomes accustomed to the culture and language of their new circumstances, but some, 
such as Maria de Salinas with Katherine of Aragon, stayed for the long haul and 
remained with their mistress until death did them part. After part of Katherine’s 
household was sent away, Henry VII took her into his library and gave her jewels to 
comfort her. Henriette Marie had no such comfort. As to be expected, her household 
became too expensive to maintain and due to George Villiers’ jealous possession of 
Charles’ attentions, Henriette Marie had not been able to emotionally or physically 
connect with any regularity for over a year after her marriage. Increasingly, she isolated 
herself into her French enclave at the heart of English government and was deemed 
“cold” in her interactions with Charles. 
 “Steenie, you know what patience I have had with the unkind usages of my wife,” 
began one of the many letters Charles wrote to Villiers, “grounded upon a belief that it 
was not in her nature, but made by ill instruments…” Henriette Marie, by 20 November 
1625 when this was written, had struggled in connecting with Charles due to a multitude 
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of factors, and chief among them was Villiers himself.587 Blaming her ‘unkind usages’ on 
her French advisors and household, Charles had hoped that if he treated her with enough 
kind usages would be able to rectify those misunderstandings.588 By August of 1626, he 
was fed up with the “many little neglects” and general disrespect he felt from Henriette 
Marie, who was not living up to her promise nor rising to her role of consort. Unable to 
exercise control over her situation, Henriette Marie retreated into her French household 
and Charles railed against “her neglect of the English tongue and of the nation in 
general.”589   
 He did what he felt was the only thing he could do – Charles expelled the majority 
of her French servants and had his Steenie send them packing, “I command you to send 
all the French away to-morrow out of the town.”590 His anger and frustration was clear in 
the rest of his letter to Villiers, “If you can, by fair means (but stick not long in 
disputing), otherwise force them away; driving them away like so many wild beasts, until 
ye have sipped them; and so the devil go with them! Let me hear no answer but of the 
performance of my command.”591 What had begun so cautiously well for Henriette Marie 
had, within a little over a year, become a cold war in the royal household. Her problems 
in the court did not bode well for her reception by her English subjects. By this time, she 
had been offered a joint coronation, which she refused because of her commitment to the 
Roman Catholic Church. A joint coronation would have been a solid starting point to 
show that Charles was willing to share the spotlight and in the performance of authority 
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with Henriette Marie. A coronation was not the only means of reaching out to her English 
subjects that Henriette Marie would refuse. Still, Henriette Marie tried to find a way to 
reach out to Charles even after he expelled her French household. 
One of the practices Henriette Marie readily adopted in England was the use of 
courtly masques. She had loved dancing in ballet du cour at the French court and easily 
adapted the English masques to suit her interests. Later that same year, she danced in a 
masque that was possibly performed for Charles’ birthday later, or for her own as their 
birthdays were less than a week apart. For Henriette Marie, performing in a masque or 
commissioning a play to be performed for Charles’ birthday (and he for hers) became one 
of their annual traditions early in their marriage and this was most likely the first of those 
birthday performances. Stephen Orgel and Roy Strong identify this 24 November 1626 
performance as one by Henriette Marie and “ten other ladies,” who performed in the 
masque itself.592 What is most significant, aside from the possibility that it was created 
for Charles on his birthday, which speaks to an early emotive and performative 
connection between the royal couple that has not been well explored by historians, is that 
it also shows that Henriette Marie attempted to reach out to Charles’ favorite, George 
Villiers. In this Unknown Masque, George performed in the anti-masque as a fencing 
master, along with a few other men who ran in George’s circles. By inviting George, who 
at the time was the largest influence on Charles, Henriette Marie acknowledged the hold 
he had over her husband’s affections. If she could appease George, she could have more 
access to her husband and through that connection, influence and authority in her own 
right. This also shows that Henriette Marie took an interest in, and began to understand, 
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some of the English political structures that surrounded her. The Unknown Masque was 
also possibly one of, if not the first, production(s) that Henriette Marie performed in after 
Charles sent away her French servants. By including George in her first joint 
English/French masque, Henriette Marie inserted herself into the political conversation 
and demonstrated at least a theatrical version of reconciliation between the two parties. 
 It was not until the death of Charles’ best friend and mentor, George Villiers, that 
Henriette Marie stepped up to her role as English consort. Villiers was deeply unpopular 
in England – to the point that Parliament had attempted to impeach him twice. He was 
stabbed in the streets near the Greyhound Inn in Portsmouth by disgruntled wounded 
veteran John Felton on 23 August 1628. Villiers died quickly, and Felton was tried and 
hanged at Tyburn, his body sent back to Portsmouth where he was venerated as a folk 
hero.593 
 Charles’ grief was profound. Henriette Marie’s was not. Without Villiers as a 
buffer between the two, Henriette Marie seized the opportune moment and, without 
hesitation, stepped into her marriage and consortship.  It had been three years since she 
had arrived in England as its new queen – she had never been pregnant, had not had a 
coronation, the relationship with France was strained and complicated, and she had not 
really begun to even learn English. Most of this changed quickly after Villiers’ death. 
Contemporaries who had access to Henriette Marie wrote “The Queen of England was 
one of the people who gained most by Buckingham’s death” and they were not wrong.594 
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Henriette Marie won over Charles with her support and the fact that she personally 
visited Villiers’ family to offer her condolences.595 She became pregnant within a month 
of Villiers’ death, and while this was a joyous occasion for the royal couple, it began the 
decades’ long fear of her papist hold over the future sovereign.  
 One of the primary ways which a sovereign or consort built up support among the 
general population was through the use of progresses, which I have explored in more 
detail in this chapter in Katherine and Anna’s sections. Both consorts knew that for many 
of the English, seeing was knowing, and knowing was loving. Katherine went on the 
most progresses of any of the figures in this study, and because she was consort before 
Henry VIII had dissolved the monasteries, she also went on pilgrimages to important 
shrines and religious sites throughout England, which allowed her another opportunity to 
show herself off to her adopted people. While Philip, Anna, and Henriette Marie did not 
have that same opportunity, rumor had it that, early in her tenure, Henriette Marie had 
found a way to go on pilgrimage, albeit a very short one.   
 Tyburn was a site, just outside of London, where many people were publicly 
executed. Naturally, it was also where religious dissenters, if they were to be put to death, 
were dispatched. In a letter to his dear Steenie, Charles wrote that Henriette Marie was in 
such great thrall to her confessors that they had made “her go to Tyburn in devotion to 
pray: which action can have no greater invective made against it, than the relation.”596 
While there is little corroborating evidence that she had actually made the short trek to 
Tyburn to pray for the souls of the departed Catholics who met their end at the site, the 
 
595 White, Henrietta Maria and the English Civil Wars, 14.  
596 Halliwell, ed. Letters of the Kings of England, 269. 
298 
 
 
fact that the tale was told to Charles and that others outside the court talked of it suggests 
that it seemed like something that she would do. Such gossip was particularly damaging 
to Henriette Marie’s image as it was initially taken as fact by even her husband – this 
could have been one of the first steps of her vilification by puritanical English who were 
afraid of her possible influence over the king.  
 Whether or not she actually took part in a short pilgrimage to Tyburn is irrelevant 
as people believed she did. She and Charles certainly did not take any other pilgrimages 
together – nor did they take on many progresses, preferring to keep secluded in their 
palaces and put on plays and masques as a way to interact with their courtiers instead of 
summering throughout England. It is possible that she went on as few as four progresses 
throughout her tenure as consort, one in 1632, 1634, 1635, one in 1638 that she cut short 
as her mother arrived for an extended visit.597 Progresses were a way to show oneself to 
their subjects, and by not participating in such performance, one cut oneself off from a 
possible connection or network. Perhaps pregnancy or childbirth were reasons why she 
did not participate in many progresses, although pregnancy did cause her to take a solo 
journey to take the waters at Tunbridge Wells. She had given birth in May 1629 to her 
first son, Charles, but it was a particularly difficult birth and the baby died. A grieving 
mother would have garnered much sympathy from her people, but 1629 was, even though 
they were not to know it then, the first of eleven years of Charles’ rule without 
Parliament (also known as either the “Eleven year tyranny” or as his “Personal rule,” 
1629-1640).598 The next May, Henriette Marie gave birth to another son, also named 
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Charles, who survived to eventually become Charles II. After his birth, Henriette Marie 
went to Tunbridge, which spurred travel to the spot by others seeking remedy for illness 
from its waters.599 When the royal couple went on progresses to escape the plague which 
routinely afflicted London in the summer, it was usually to palaces close by, such as 
Greenwich or Oatlands. Charles liked to travel slightly further afield, taking progresses to 
Woodstock or Wilton some summers. Even though Henriette Marie excelled in 
generating royal heirs (with nine pregnancies and six of those children surviving until at 
least their teenage years), traditionally held as the most important expectation on a queen 
or royal wife, this did not garner her the love of her people. She succeeded as a wife but 
had more challenges in her role as consort.  
She did not perform love for her subjects – she performed love for, and by most 
accounts, had a very genuine affection for, Charles. There could be no question that the 
royal couple were devoted to one another, and it was that narrative that they chose to 
disseminate through the use of portraiture that emphasized domestic tranquility and 
chaste marital love. This was all well and good within the royal family and court, where 
individuals could interact with Henriette Marie and get to know her, but her subjects 
outside of the court did not have that access to her and so could not build up an 
imaginative connection or relationship with her. This was detrimental to her reception 
because without that spark of connection, she allowed herself to be defined by others, 
instead of attempting to fashion her public image for herself.  
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 Henriette Marie had refused a coronation and generally declined to participate in 
progresses. So, then, how did she work to build up a domestic network of support – if she 
even did? By her own choices she had abstained from two of the most important ways 
consorts and sovereigns had developed over centuries to solidify a power base, what was 
left?  There were two avenues that we explored for the other consorts in this study left to 
Henriette Marie, which she did utilize successfully and helped to build a power base that 
supported her and Charles through the Wars of the Three Kingdoms. Patronage and 
performance-as-diplomacy were two strategies that Henriette Marie had at her disposal 
which she learned to use when she stepped into her role as Charles’ consort after Villiers’ 
death in 1628.  
Patronage was a part of consortship that Henriette Marie understood from her 
very first days in England. In the earlier example, of when Charles and Henriette Marie 
disagreed about how she should staff her household, part of Henriette Marie’s frustration 
came because she was being denied the opportunity to reward those who she felt should 
be given a plum post. As consort, part of her role was to build up a network of support for 
herself as well as her sovereign, and by not being allowed to choose her staff, Charles 
was not supporting her in starting the process of building her domestic network. When 
she came later to him with a list of individuals to administer her estates, with both 
Englishmen and Frenchmen on it, she was taking tentative steps in establishing herself as 
a landed magnate in England.  
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As part of her jointure, which was never confirmed by Parliament, Henriette 
Marie was landlord to possessions “in forty counties, from Cornwall to Cumberland.”600 
She had lands all over England, not concentrated really in any one region, but she was 
granted the duchy of Lancaster.601 She was granted various palaces and residences, such 
as Denmark House (sometimes known as Somerset House), Oatlands, and in 1638 was 
gifted Wimbledon House by Charles. In 1631, she was granted a settlement that increased 
her incomes by about 30,000 pounds.602  Perhaps by spreading out her jointure, it was a 
way of diminishing a centralized power base outside of London, but it could also have 
just been whatever lands were available for granting at the time of her marriage and after.  
As was the case with any other consort who received a jointure, she had a council 
which administered her lands for her and a “Queen’s Court” which dealt with issues that 
arose from those living or working on the lands. Just as with other consorts who had been 
provided a jointure, Henriette Marie was deemed a femme sole in the eyes of English law, 
and so, “may sue and be sued accordingly without the intervention of the King’, in their 
name only, as ‘Queen of England and of France and Lady of Ireland’, in all manner of 
suits and actions.”603 Like the other female consorts in this study, Henriette Marie was 
personally involved in the administration of her jointure settlements, as with greater 
incomes and more control over those incomes, she was able to bestow greater gifts of 
patronage and settle her own debts.604 However, her involvement was unpopular with 
 
600 N. R. R. Fisher, “The Queenes Courte in Her Councell Chamber at Westminster,” The English 
Historical Review vol. 108 no. 427 (Apr. 1993: 314-337), 315. 
601 Carolyn Harris, Queenship and Revolution in Early Modern Europe: Henrietta Maria and Marie 
Antoinette (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2016), 56. 
602 Harris, Queenship and Revolution, 56. 
603 Fisher, “The Queenes Court,” 316. 
604 Harris, Queenship and Revolution, 56.  
302 
 
 
those living in Lancaster. In 1631, while she was riding through the duchy, “Henrietta 
Maria’s horse was stopped by ‘rebels’ presenting a petition on behalf of 2,000 local 
people demanding access to enclosed lands.”605 The petition requested that instead of the 
queen administering her lands, that Charles and his councils take care of them instead. 
While her marriage contract, which I will explore in greater detail in the next chapter, 
stipulated that she would be granted a jointure which guaranteed a certain amount of 
income yearly, at least 18,000 pounds annually, it was not until after the majority of 
Henriette Marie’s French household were driven from England that Charles fulfilled that 
particular contractual obligation.  
In the coming years after the expulsion of her French household, which, while 
traumatic, was a typical part of foreign consorts’ experiences, the young consort was able 
to exercise some control over her household appointments. Initially, those who served her 
were chosen by Charles or Villiers, but after Villers’ death and her ascendency in 
Charles’ affections, Henriette Marie’s household began to take on a shape that was a 
near-mirror parallel to Charles’. Frequently, married couples would serve in the royal 
households together. According to Sara Wolfson, due to Henriette Marie’s influence with 
Charles, women of her household had “privileged access to the royal couple and 
important male figures at court. This was a predominant source of power for Henrietta 
Maria’s Ladies of the Bedchamber, above all when the dissolution of Parliament by 
Charles I in 1629 and its recall in 1640 increasingly directed the focus of national and 
international politics on to the Caroline court.”606 Working for the queen could be 
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lucrative but was mostly a matter of honor and prestige, depending on the service one 
performed.  
Just as with the other consorts in this survey, Henriette Marie’s patronage 
extended far beyond her household appointments, which did hold influence and power. 
Where Katherine of Aragon famously patronized scholars, in addition to court musicians, 
Henriette Marie is more known for her support of players, musicians, and visual artists 
than academics. Where Katherine worked to create an England filled with the learnings 
of humanism, Henriette Marie sought to bring all of those talented people to her court and 
together, to craft a beautiful ephemeral bubble of theatre, music, and art. Afterall, 
Henriette Marie was the daughter of Marie d’Medici, who was a “leading patron of the 
fine and decorative arts.”607 Marie had, through example, taught her daughter the 
importance of theatricals and decorative arts in creating an image of power and authority. 
One such example was her patronage of Rubens in painting the “Life of Maria de 
Medici” which Henriette Marie would have seen installed Luxembourg Palace in 
celebration of her marriage in 1625.608 For example, Charles welcomed the Catholics 
Peter Paul Rubens and his student Anthony van Dyck to England and provide them with 
commissions, such as the ceiling instillation at the Banqueting House in Whitehall and 
royal portraiture. When Charles extended his largesse to Catholic artists, Henriette Marie 
extended hers to Huguenots and other Protestants, such as Jean Petitot and Jacques 
Bordier.609 Perhaps this was another way that Henriette Marie tried to perform her 
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peaceweaver role – or perhaps she saw art she liked and wanted to support the artist 
behind it. While Charles is more well known today than his wife for commissioning and 
collecting paintings, Henriette Marie was also involved in the procuring and paying for 
paintings (but her interest was in a painting’s subject rather than composition or 
technique, which was what typically drew Charles to a particular work).610 
 One area of artistic patronage and participation where Henriette Marie excelled 
even her art-savvy connoisseur husband was in theatre and theatrical performance. As a 
matter of course both Charles and Henriette Marie patronized theatrical troupes (the 
King’s and Queen’s Men respectively), and at times, provided commissions for one 
another’s companies.611 From her earliest months in England, Henriette Marie wanted to 
perform. She had grown up singing, dancing, and acting in theatricals in the French court 
and wanted to bring her love of such pursuits to the English courts. While for her first 
productions Henriette Marie highlighted the talents of others in her French household, 
she quickly learned, as Anna had, that for courtiers performing alongside their queen was 
an honor and could be used to show favor.  
 Her first known performance at the English court was in December 1625, and 
there is little extant documentation that survives about it. One telling letter from a 
noblewoman, Katherine Gorges, described the performance as a “Masque acted by the 
Queens seruants all french, but it was disliked of all the English for it was neither masque 
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nor play, but a french antique.”612 Katherine’s reaction was similar to how others 
perceived her next performance, a couple of months later for Shrovetide, 21 February 
1626.613 A masque, at least as far as Katherine would have recognized it, was a type of 
theatrical performance popular at the English court from as far back as the reign of Henry 
VIII, but had undergone innovations led by the creative synergy of Anna of Denmark, 
Ben Jonson, and Inigo Jones. As I explored a bit in Anna’s section, typically a masque 
would involve a declamation, or acting first part which set the scene and story; a second 
portion in which Anna and her ladies would dance also called the measure; a third part 
which was of Anna’s devising called an anti-masque which would complement the play 
but enact its opposite as a means of balance; and the final part would be a ‘taking out’ in 
which the performers would invite members of the audience to the floor or stage to dance 
(much like a masquerade ball). Not every masque production included an anti-masque, 
but when it did, it would usually come before the masque, as a way of introducing 
tension, but then resolving it through the royally performed masque. Traditionally, 
English masques had been performed, much like stage plays, entirely by men, but Anna 
had chosen to perform with her ladies (as masques were performed on the Continent), 
which allowed Henriette Marie to perform in them in England as well. Because of Anna’s 
precedent, Henriette Marie’s practice of performance was not so far outside of English 
expectations.   
 This performance of L’Artenice, a pastoral derived from an earlier French play, 
still featured Henriette Marie’s French household as actors in the production. Perhaps this 
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was a bit too radical for the English who had the privilege to attend the show as Henriette 
Marie’s ladies played all of the parts, and as it was a pastoral romance, this included 
female and male characters (whose actresses wore fake beards).614 However, it was most 
likely with this production that Henriette Marie began her relationship with the 
quintessential English Renaissance man of the seventeenth century, Inigo Jones. Jones, a 
London-born artist extraordinaire, had been employed in a similar capacity by Anna of 
Denmark.  For Anna and Henriette Marie, Jones brought theirs and the authors (or 
devisers) visions of their masques to life. Jones designed everything from the scenery to 
the special effects to the costumes. And as with Anna, Henriette Marie had continued to 
employ Jones in other capacities, as he designed and redesigned several of her chapels 
and residences.   
Like Anna’s use of masquing to demonstrate favor for chosen ladies, Henriette 
Marie also used performances-as-diplomacy. While she initially used performance to 
perform her French identity for the English court, once her French household was 
expelled, Henriette Marie began to include her English ladies in the performances. Once 
Henriette Marie had accepted her English ladies, there were two who rose to be great 
favorites of the consort and would participate in her productions and enjoy honorable 
positions in the Queen’s Household – Susan Feilding (nee Villiers), countess of Denbigh 
and Lucy Hay (nee Percy), countess of Carlisle. Both women were connected to George 
Villiers. Susan was his sister and Lucy was his former extramarital paramour. After the 
expulsion of the French household, Susan was able to, through her brother, convince 
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Charles to allow Henriette Marie’s nurse, Madame de Vantelet, remain. Having 
accomplished this, Susan had proven her worth to Henriette Marie, who heartily accepted 
her as her Mistress of the Robes.615 Lucy was also included as a Lady of the Bedchamber. 
Through these women and her theatrical connections, Henriette Marie finally began the 
process of crafting a domestic network of support – one that would be key when the 
kingdom fell into civil war.  
This process was lengthened by the fact that it still took years for Henriette Marie 
to learn to speak and understand English. Indeed, it was her love of performance which 
encouraged her to practice the language. She was still struggling with speaking in English 
by 1632, when she acted in The Shepheard’s Paradise. Charles was pleased though, that 
her theatrical efforts encouraged her to practice her English. He loved performing in 
masques just as much as she did, and they would commission productions to perform for 
one another and to perform together. French was still the language of the court, though, 
which alienated her from some of her potential power base from the upper echelons of 
society, and almost wholly from the majority of her subjects.616 
 While I have discussed some of Henriette Marie’s unusual intercession in her 
work during the Wars of the Three Kingdoms, there is still much to explore in relation to 
her utilization of English networks of influence. Michelle Anne White’s monograph, 
Henrietta Maria and the English Civil Wars aptly demonstrates, through the use of 
contemporary newsletters, how Henriette Marie activated her networks in times of crisis 
and how she was perceived by others for her efforts. Reading between the lines of her 
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sources and text, it is clear that it was through Henriette Marie’s household appointments 
and her patronage, and not progresses or pilgrimages, that she built up a network of 
support in England in the 1630s that she called upon to aid her husband’s war efforts in 
the 1640s. Key male members of that network were William Davenant, Henry Jermyn, 
and Kenelm Digby. Davenant was her poet laureate and devised several of her masques 
after Ben Jonson quarreled with Jones. Jermyn was particularly close with Henriette 
Marie and was made her Master of the Horse in 1639. Digby was, in his own estimation 
extremely charming, and had connections with Henriette Marie’s mother’s court in the 
1620s and was a member of Charles’ privy council. All three supported Charles’ cause 
and ended up exiled in France with Henriette Marie.    
 While the other consorts in this study began to build domestic support networks 
quickly after taking on the role of royal consort, Henriette Marie delayed. She had the 
same tactics at her disposal as did Katherine, Philip, and Anna – she could have built an 
English household shortly after her marriage, she could have pushed harder for her 
jointure lands to be confirmed by Parliament (as was stipulated in her marriage contract), 
and she could have gone on annual progresses. The rumored pilgrimage upon which she 
possibly embarked caused more problems than it solved. To build her network, Henriette 
Marie relied upon her own personal charm and generous nature and used patronage 
almost exclusively to craft her domestic network. Her utilization of performance-as-
patronage and patronage was enacted mostly in person, which limited her network to 
those who had access to her royal person. While it was a vehemently loyal network, and 
many of those who had served her before the interregnum fought for Charles and 
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supported her son in claiming his throne as Charles II, it was highly concentrated. By not 
showing herself to her subjects at large, she did not invite their love.  
 Of course, there were many other mitigating circumstances that Henriette Marie 
struggled against, a confluence of factors, that plagued none of the other consorts in this 
study. All of the consorts in this study were practicing Catholics, or at least held personal 
loyalty to the Pope and Roman Catholic Church. Each lived in a post-King’s Great 
Matter England. For Katherine, her loyalty to the Pope was a strength and endeared her 
further to the vast majority of her English subjects. For Philip, his Catholicism was a 
cause for fear, but his masculinity and power outside of England was even scarier, and he 
was helped somewhat by his wife Mary’s driving focus on restoring Papal supremacy 
over England’s church. Anna, though she converted to Catholicism before she became 
England’s queen, performed her faith quietly, especially after the terrifying Gunpowder 
Plot of 1605. Henriette Marie, though, with a mandate from the Pope, sought to return 
England to the Roman Catholic Church. Like Philip, she was feared for her mission 
before she set foot on English soil – but unlike Philip, whose wife was just as, if not 
more, dedicated to bringing the English church back until the Papal penumbra, Charles 
had no inclination to leave behind his faith or to reconfigure the English church.  
Religion was not her only challenge. Unprecedented in living memory, when 
Charles took the throne Parliament refused to grant him life-long rights to collect tonnage 
and poundage, important customs duties and taxes. Every sovereign since Henry VI had 
been had enjoyed the right to collect such funds – it paid for the business of government. 
Instead, the Commons granted him a one-year lease on tonnage and poundage, with the 
option to renew. The Commons especially were hostile to the idea of a French match for 
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Charles and were not supportive of his war effort on the Continent. They used the power 
of purse strings to attempt to control or at least strongly influence Charles’ policies. This 
backfired magnificently for them as Charles, in a move that protected his sovereignty but 
undermined his support outside of the court, refused to call Parliament for eleven years. 
With her husband’s adversarial relationship with the Commons, Henriette Marie, a 
Catholic teenaged French princess, stood little chance of winning them over. Each of the 
other consort’s sovereign spouses, were, in their own way, welcomed and celebrated by 
Parliament and the Commons at their accessions. Saddled with the already complicated 
relationship between Charles and the Commons, Henriette Marie’s reception, though far 
from inevitable, was beset at the start with difficulties. Perhaps her failure to build a 
wide-spread domestic network speaks more to the changes in England, such as the 
establishment of the Anglican church and the rise in the power and audacity of the 
Commons, rather than in her understanding of consortship.  
For Henriette Marie, the role of the consort was one where she was to be an 
ornament to Charles’ court, play the part of peaceweaver between France and England, 
and to be an Esther to her adopted people to lead them back to the Roman Catholic 
church. With the fractious political situation surrounding religious expression in the 
Stuart period, there was little hope of wide-spread success in converting the English. She 
did succeed, admirably, in converting the noble and aristocratic women whom she had 
befriended. They then, in turn, attempted to (and largely succeeded at) convert others 
within their own kinship and friendship networks.617 Henriette Marie was powerful in 
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person but could not convert that strength of character to wide-spread devotion from her 
adopted people. No matter how many intercessions she performed (and she did attempt 
many), how many artists she hired, nor how much of an interest she took in administering 
her jointure lands, Henriette Marie’s influence was seen as too French, too Catholic, and 
too dangerous to be allowed to hold sway over the king. When she stepped into her role 
as consort after the expulsion of her French household and after George Villiers’ 
assassination, Henriette Marie did not utilize all of the methods available to her in 
crafting a wide domestic network. Instead, she focused on those individuals at court, and 
was perceived as neglecting those outside that privileged bubble.  
 While she may have been less successful than others at crafting a wide domestic 
network, Henriette Marie was lucky enough to have been born into a powerful 
continental dynasty. As I explore in the next chapter, one of the main draws in marrying 
into a foreign dynasty were the military, trade, and diplomatic doors that were opened up 
by the fulfillment of that marriage agreement.  Henriette Marie utilized her strong 
Bourbon identity and connection, along with the connections she made in negotiating 
marriage contracts for her children, to build a strong international network, which I will 
explore in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: INTERNATIONAL NETWORKING – DIPLOMACY, 
PERFORMANCE, AND FAMILY  
 Marrying into a foreign royal dynasty was a complex and difficult process 
involving heavy negotiations between sovereigns, through the use of proxies and 
ambassadors, that aptly demonstrated how marriage was never about personal preference 
or affection. Instead, especially at the royal strata of society, marriage was a political 
transaction. Why marry abroad? Partly, marrying a foreign royal conferred prestige, as it 
did for the fledgling upstart Tudor dynasty when Henry VII managed to ensnare the 
youngest infanta of unified Spain for his heir, Arthur. Partly, for military benefits, as in 
the case of Philip marrying his first-cousin once removed Mary. As even though she was 
a competent commander-in-chief, he was much more experienced as a military leader 
who was able to support English defenses and lead his new subjects into battle. Partly, for 
trade benefits, as when James VI married Anna of Denmark, his Scottish subjects were 
able to more easily move into central European ports through Danish Elsinore. Partly, 
because of a dowry and intangible hopes, such as when Charles married Henriette Marie 
and her brother paid up her large dowry but also sent her with the not-so-secret mission 
of bringing Catholicism back to the English. These are but single reasons for these 
momentous marriages – the reality encompassed far more than just these examples for all 
of the aforementioned pairings. 
 These reasons were simply part of the massive negotiations necessary to perform 
these marriages which were much more than just a man and wife – they were marrying 
together the futures of two kingdoms, not just two individuals. As such, the benefits they 
conferred were of national consequence and importance. The natal family connections 
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each consort brought with them were utilized throughout their tenures as consorts and 
were, frankly, one of the most important reasons to wed a foreign-born consort. Elena 
Woodacre aptly described the importance of kinship networks in diplomatic relations as: 
Kinship networks were crucial conduits for diplomacy, allowing both 
formal exchanges of envoys and correspondence between related rulers and 
information negotiations through the medium of family news missives and 
trusted go-betweens. Although epistolary diplomacy was useful for both 
male and female rulers, it was a particularly effective tool for women who 
wanted to influence the outcome of diplomatic negotiations, but who were 
often unable to travel and engage in face-to-face discussion.618  
Letter writing, especially one written entirely in one’s own hand, was a physical 
demonstration of an intimate familial or emotive relationship (or at least the hopes of 
one). Having intimate access to the Holy Roman Emperor as Katherine of Aragon did as 
his aunt should have been integral to Henry VIII’s foreign policy – as it was, for a time. 
Henriette Marie’s relationship with the Pope, who was her godfather, also conferred 
prestige on the young queen and allowed her greater freedoms in proselytizing in 
England as she had the protection of both her brother (and later her nephew, Louis XIV, 
“The Sun King”), as well as her godfather, Pope Urban VIII.  
In this chapter, I explore how each of the consorts in this study created and 
utilized networks abroad. While the consorts themselves did not have much, if anything, 
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to do with the negotiations that solidified their marriage treaties, I would be remiss in not 
briefly summarizing the contracts here. These contracts directly influenced their 
reception and their experiences in England and while not always followed to the letter, 
they (and the dynastic representatives that negotiated them) gave these foreign-born 
consorts protections that subjects-turned-consorts did not have. Marriage contracts also 
showcased just how important the alliances between kingdoms were, and how they were 
much, much more than just a wedding.  
Just as with crafting domestic networks of support, language acquisition was key 
in expanding international networks. For the consorts’ natal families, writing home in a 
language of their birth could have been comforting, or it could have been a sign of pride 
in one’s birth, such as the case with Henriette Marie’s constant and stubborn use of 
French, even after she learned English. For some, especially Katherine and Philip, Latin 
was used as a means of international communication. For Anna, she seemed to enjoy 
learning many languages and even picked up Italian. Some of most important nodes in 
these networks were members of the consorts’ natal families, as was the case with 
Katherine and her nephew Charles V. In others, the consort had worked to foster a 
relationship with their marital families, such as the friendship of Henriette Marie and 
Charles’ sister, Elizabeth. Friendship outside the natal and marital families also played a 
part in these international networks, just as it did at the domestic level. Anna of Denmark, 
not known for her love of writing, had a relationship of correspondence with other royals 
such as Archduchess Isabella Clara Eugenia of the Netherlands. At times they used these 
networks for their natal families’ benefit, and others, strictly for their marital realms’ 
benefit, and still others when the sovereign would but leverage the connections their 
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consort brought to them without the direct involvement of the consort - but the consort 
was always an important node in that network.  
Katherine of Aragon - Dowager Princess of Wales and Queen of England 
 Marriage Negotiations and Diplomacy 
When Catalina was only about three and a half years old, her parents agreed to the 
Treaty of Medina del Campo (26 March 1489). This treaty, between La Catolica and 
Henry VII of England contracted marriage between Catalina and the young Prince of 
Wales, Arthur. However prestigious this marriage for Arthur and the Tudors, there were 
other benefits to be had for both England and unified Spain. The Treaty called for “a true 
friendship and alliance” between all Spaniards and English subjects and was a treaty of 
mutual defense, allowed for free travel between the involved kingdoms, and was mostly 
about limiting Henry’s relationship with France.619  
Indeed, in the language of the treaty there was no doubt that this was primarily a 
treaty of military and trade alliance as it was “in order to strengthen this alliance, the 
Princess Katherine is to marry Prince Arthur.”620 There were 26 clauses to the treaty, the 
first 16 dealt with relations between unified Spain and England, the seventeenth with 
Catalina’s marriage to Arthur, and the rest with the details of how to get the infanta to 
England, her marriage portion, and her dowry. While normally a dowry is associated with 
a bride’s (or usually her parents’) financial contribution to her marriage in this period, 
Isabel and Fernando’s agreement called for them to provide the marriage portion instead. 
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This marriage portion, which was “to be 200,000 scudos, each scudo in value 4s. 2d. 
sterling” functioned as a traditional dowry.621 Her ‘dowry,’ then, was to be paid by Henry 
VII, and consisted of “a third part of the revenues of the duchies of Wales, Cornwall, and 
Chester, which is warranted to amount to no less than 25,000 or at least 23,000 
crowns.”622 This type of dowry would have functioned as a means of providing income 
for Katherine while she was in England and was treated more like jointure lands, which 
would increase in value should she become queen.623 
While the had future looked bright for young Katherine after her arrival and 
subsequent marriage to Arthur, his early death cast a long shadow over her prospects. 
There was much negotiation between La Católica and Henry, via their ambassadors, over 
what to do with Katherine. Should she be sent back to unified Spain to await her next 
marriage prospect? Should she remain in England to wed Arthur’s younger brother, 
Henry? Should she wait in England and wed someone else? This indecision over her fate 
was damaging to Katherine – she was effectively in marriage limbo. Eventually, while 
her father and former father-in-law diplomatically argued about what to do with her, she 
took charge of her affairs, became her father’s appointed ambassador to the English 
court, and negotiated the marriage of her choice – to the younger Henry, who would 
eventually inherit his brother’s title as Prince of Wales.  
While the now dowager princess of Wales had begun to build up her domestic 
network of support, as I demonstrated in the last chapter, it was not robust or strong by 
any means. She had her supporters, but she was a childless young widow in a foreign 
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land without a strong hand there to help her. Initially, her parents sent letters and 
entreaties through ambassadors to allow Katherine to be sent back to Spain, but Henry 
refused as he had not received the full payment of her marriage portion. With Katherine 
remaining in England, her parents hoped that she might still contract marriage to Henry’s 
younger son, Henry the duke of York, and maintain the Anglo-Spanish alliance against 
France.624 Indeed at this point in time, during Katherine’s widowhood (1502-1509), her 
strongest supporters were all outside of England. Her mother especially was an ardent 
ally in keeping the Anglo-Spanish alliance alive. 
After the deaths of Elizabeth of York, who was perhaps Katherine’s strongest 
support in England, in 1503, and Isabel, who was Katherine’s most stalwart defender of 
all, in 1504, Katherine’s life and circumstances changed drastically. After Elizabeth’s 
death, Katherine was, rumor had it, seen as a possible marriage partner for Henry VII 
himself, and while that would have maintained the Anglo-Spanish alliance, it was not at 
all what the Catholic monarchs had in mind. Isabel had refused to allow the marriage to 
go forward, sending a letter to Henry himself through her ambassador, Ferdinand, the 
duke de Estrada, saying that “this would be a very evil thing, -one never seen before, and 
the mere mention of which offends the ears, - we would not for anything in the world that 
it should take place.”625 Katherine’s father was more politic, and while he also did not 
suffer the idea of a marriage between Henry VII and his youngest legitimate daughter, he 
did begin work toward the idea of a marriage between his eldest surviving daughter, 
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Juana, at the time a widow after her husband Philip’s (grandfather to Philip of Spain) 
death in 1506, and the aging Tudor king. The Henry-Juana union was being brokered by 
Katherine herself in March of 1507.626 Henry had met Juana when she and her husband 
had, on their way to Spain to accept the allegiance of the Spanish Cortes after Isabel’s 
death, blown ashore to England. The English king supported Katherine in her efforts to 
negotiate the match. 
Indeed, by April of 1507, she had been acknowledged by Henry as Fernando’s 
ambassador as “The Princess of Wales has made some communications to him in his 
[Fernando’s] name. [Henry] Liked to hear this from her better than from any other 
person.”627 This marked a turning point in Katherine’s fortunes as she had been begging 
her father and the ambassadors he had sent to intervene with Henry to give her more 
allowance and better housing as she had been forced to sell some of her valuable jewelry 
in order to buy herself new clothing, having “nothing except two new dresses, for till now 
those I brought from thence have lasted me.”628 In March of 1505, Katherine had, via de 
Puebla, sent a letter to Henry describing how she had “been forced to borrow [money], 
otherwise she would have had nothing to eat,” and that because he if abandoned her that 
“it will reflect dishonor on his character.”629 
 
626 "Spain: March 1507," in Calendar of State Papers, Spain, Volume 1, 1485-1509, ed. G A Bergenroth 
(London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1862), 403-406. British History Online, accessed April 1, 2020, 
http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-papers/spain/vol1/pp403-406. 
627 "Spain: April 1507," in Calendar of State Papers, Spain, Volume 1, 1485-1509, ed. G A Bergenroth 
(London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1862), 406-414. British History Online, accessed April 1, 2020, 
http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-papers/spain/vol1/pp406-414. 
628 Mary Anne Everett Wood, ed. Letters of Royal and Illustrious Ladies of Great Britain vol. 1 (London: 
Henry Colburn, 1846), 139. 
629 "Spain: March 1505," in Calendar of State Papers, Spain, Volume 1, 1485-1509, ed. G A Bergenroth 
(London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1862), 349-350. British History Online, accessed March 31, 
2020, http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-papers/spain/vol1/pp349-350. 
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Acting as Fernando’s ambassador allowed Katherine to have greater access to and 
visibility at the English court. Simply by being visible and present allowed her to remind 
Henry of his promise to wed the younger Henry to her to preserve the Anglo-Spanish 
alliance. She was a living embodiment of that promise, and her acting as a trusted go-
between Fernando and Henry allowed her to be a constant reminder of that alliance. 
While she had been negotiating a possible marriage between her older sister Juana and 
King Henry, she was still jockeying for her own marriage to the younger Henry.  
By the time of her official appointment as Fernando’s ambassador in 1507, 
Katherine had been well-schooled in the art of politicking. Whereas before she had been 
formally trained in decorum, languages, needlework, and any number of arts which 
would have made her a jewel in the crown of any king upon her marriage, her training in 
diplomacy and dissembling came from lived experience and keen observations. Living in 
difficult conditions as a result of neglect by both her father-in-law and birth father forged 
Katherine from a soft, pampered princess into a razor-sharp political blade. Honed with 
the heat of her stubborn resilience, Katherine stepped into the thorny world of 
interdynastic politics and came out the victor. In her own words, she “baited” Henry VII 
with the possibility of marriage to Juana, all the while planning for her own marriage to 
the new prince of Wales.630 “I bait him with this (the marriage with Doña Juana),” 
Katherine wrote to her father Fernando in October of 1507, “as I have written to your 
Highness, and his [Henry VII] words and professions have changed for the better, 
 
630 "Spain: October 1507," in Calendar of State Papers, Spain, Volume 1, 1485-1509, ed. G A Bergenroth 
(London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1862), 433-441. British History Online, accessed April 8, 2020, 
http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-papers/spain/vol1/pp433-441. 
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although his acts remain the same.”631 After describing how she knows that all of 
Henry’s changes are simply because Katherine is a key negotiator in a possible marriage 
with her sister and if she were treated better it would grease the squeaky wheels of the 
diplomatic machine, the dowager princess of Wales goes on to aptly describe her 
newfound ability to perform as an ambassador: 
For they [Henry VII and de Puebla] fancy that I have no more in me than 
what appears outwardly, and that I shall not be able to fathom his [de 
Puebla] designs, or to acquaint your Highness with the truth as respects what 
is requisite for your interests, but that I shall content myself with his 
promises as though I has not made experience of them. I dissimulate with 
him, however and praise all that he does. I even tell him that I am very well 
treated by the King, and that I am very well contented; and I say everything 
that I think may be useful for me with the King, because, in fact, De Puebla 
is the advisor of the King, and I would not dare to say anything to him, 
except what I should wish the King to know.632 
All of this shows how much Katherine had grown into a diplomatic role of her own 
making. She had learned that appearances were just as, if not more, important than lived 
reality and if she were to get what she wanted (a marriage with the future Henry VIII), 
then the notion could not come from her. She would need to persuade her opponents that 
she was only following the orders of her father and father figures (Henry VII and de 
Puebla, although she never viewed him as such) – all the while convincing them that the 
 
631 CSP: Spain, October 1507, (no. 551). 
632 CSP: Spain, October 1507, (no. 551). Emphasis is mine. 
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marriage was their idea and playing them off one another. By this time, Katherine was 
twenty-two years old and had spent the last six years in England. She spent this time 
beginning to build up the domestic network that I examined in the last chapter, but at this 
point, she was still far more dependent on her international contacts and her own abilities 
than on any English friends. 
 As if to prove that she was indeed a power player in politics, Katherine wrote a 
letter directly to her sister Juana, now titular queen of Castile in her own right. While 
Henry VII would have had to work through his ambassadors, as her younger sister, 
Katherine could confidently send a letter to Juana and know it would be read by her 
intended recipient. Writing plainly (as much as one could when writing to a sovereign), 
Katherine described the benefits of such a marriage and how, with Henry’s help, Juana 
could reclaim for her son Charles lands that had been taken by French forces. “If what 
my lord the King, our father, shall say to you should please, as I think it will please, your 
Highness, I do not doubt but that your Highness will become the most noble and the most 
powerful Queen in the world,” wrote Katherine to Juana in late October 1507.633 
Katherine and Juana had been raised in the same household until Juana’s marriage in 
1496, they benefitted from the same tutors, and looked up to the same parents.634 This is 
quite obvious in how Katherine regards Juana throughout the letter, comparing her subtly 
to their mother Isabel, “It [the marriage between Henry VII and Juana] will also lead to 
the whole of Africa being conquered within a very short time, and in the hands of the 
 
633 CSP: Spain ¸October 1507, (no. 553). Emphasis is mine. 
634 Gillian B. Fleming, Juana I: Legitimacy and Conflict in Sixteenth-Century Castile (New York: Palgrave 
MacMillan, 2018), 15. 
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Christian subjects of your Highness, and of my lord the King, our father.”635 This 
connection to Juana was invaluable -or should have been. As Katherine’s diplomatic star 
rose and shone, Juana’s was forcibly buried in the dirt, as she was kept in house arrest 
until the end of her life.  
 The proposed marriage between Juana and Henry never came to be, but 
Katherine’s persistence and politicking paid off in 1509. While the younger Henry had 
been perhaps forced by his father to repudiate Katherine as his betrothed earlier, when it 
was the young man’s turn to choose for himself, he decided to wed the dowager princess 
of Wales. In an oft-quoted excerpt of a 26 July 1509 letter that Henry wrote to Fernando, 
Henry’s happiness at his choice was made abundantly clear, “As regards that sincere love 
which we have to the most serene queen our consort, her eminent virtues daily more 
shine forth, blossom, and increase so much, that if we were still free, her we would yet 
choose for our wife before all other.”636  They were wed in a small ceremony at 
Greenwich just a month and a half after the old king’s death. While Katherine’s parents 
had been her greatest allies outside of England that was to shift after Katherine’s 1509 
marriage and Fernando’s 1516 death. 
Family Networks and Marriage Diplomacy 
Katherine, especially after her marriage to the younger Henry in 1509, worked 
hard to ensure her family and her family’s allies were remembered in England. Through 
 
635 CSP: Spain, October 1507. While riches were certainly one motivation for Isabel to relent to 
Christopher Columbus’ repeated requests for ships and money to go to the “New World” the kicker was 
that she would be saving the souls of the indigenous peoples for Christ. The original expedition was 
exploration, rather than colonization or religious conversion. Further trips, though, brought soldiers and 
priests to the New World. Tremlett, Isabella of Castile, 296. 
636 James Orchard Halliwell, ed. Letters of the Kings of England vol. 1 (London: Henry Colburn, 1848), 
196. Emphasis is mine. 
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her family networks, she had sisters, brothers-in-law, nieces, and nephews well situated 
on or near thrones throughout Europe.  Both of her surviving sisters, Juana and Maria, 
had had many children with their respective spouses, and those children were 
subsequently married into what seems to be nearly every noble or royal house in Europe. 
From the connections her sisters’ families brought her, Katherine had relatives in the 
royal families of Portugal and the Habsburgs who were regularly elected as Holy Roman 
Emperors. Through her Habsburg relations, the family house of Juana’s husband Philip, 
Katherine also had relatives in the royal families of Denmark, France, Hungary and 
Bohemia, Spain (naturally), and in the ruling families in Savoy and the Spanish 
Netherlands. Few were in better positions of power than Katherine’s sister Juana’s eldest 
son, Carlos (better known as Charles, eventually Charles V after his election as Holy 
Roman Emperor in 1519), who was an early candidate for marriage with Katherine’s only 
surviving daughter Mary (born in 1516).  
Given the Habsburgs’ penchant for using repeated in-family marriages as a 
strategy to keep wealth, lands, and titles within the Habsburg house, it was only a natural 
inclination that Katherine suggest her daughter Mary to wed Charles, who was the girl’s 
first cousin. This relationship, between Katherine and Charles, and then especially Mary 
and Charles, bolstered both mother and daughter’s influence and security during the 
tumultuous events that reshaped the religious and political landscape of England in the 
sixteenth century. Katherine utilized this relationship as, first and foremost, a connection 
to her natal family and their powerbase on the continent. While technically Juana was the 
rightful ruler of Castile after their mother Isabel’s death, to keep the crown away from 
Philip’s grasping hands, Fernando assumed governorship of the kingdom, ruling just as 
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he had during Isabel’s lifetime.637 Juana, even though she eventually outlived both 
parents, all of her siblings, her husband, and one of her children (who were mostly long-
lived themselves), was essentially nullified as a political ally for Katherine as even 
though she was the regnant queen of Castile she had been placed under house arrest after 
attempting to claim her throne and rule.638 Juana should have been Katherine’s greatest 
ally, but instead, she was denounced as “la loca” and imprisoned first by her husband, 
then by her father, and then by her son, so they could all, in turn, lay claim to her 
inheritance and rule in her stead.  
Instead, then, Katherine first turned to her father after her mother’s death, and 
then to Juana’s son Charles. Both of these men were important to Katherine personally as 
well as politically. Fernando and Charles both supported Katherine in her various 
struggles in England, but generally only when it was convenient for them to do so. 
Neither went to war for her, but they were willing to send diplomats, letters, and entertain 
marriage agreements. Fernando’s reach went beyond Castile and Aragon into Naples, 
Sicily, and Navarre, but Charles’ went much further. As the inheritor of both his mother 
and father’s titles, Charles was, after his grandfather Fernando’s death in 1516 and his 
grandfather Maximilian’s death in 1519, ruler of unified Spain, the Burgundian 
Netherlands, all of the overseas Spanish claims, Austria, Naples, Sicily, Sardinia, and 
Navarre, as well as having been elected Holy Roman Emperor. Both Fernando and 
Charles were symbolically helpful to Katherine, because as was the case with most 
 
637 Fleming, Juana I, 72. 
638 Fleming, Juana I, 72-76,   
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foreign-born consorts, her connections outside of the kingdom of her marriage were 
stronger than those within it.  
As the Dowager Princess of Wales, or rather, in the years between her marriages, 
Katherine did not have strength on her own in England and needed more help and support 
than she was able to give in return. However, as she grew into an able political player and 
worked to secure her marriage to the younger Henry, Katherine was able to prove her 
worth as a powerful ally in England to her Habsburg and Trastámara relatives through her 
role as Fernando’s ambassador to Henry VII. She remained steadfastly loyal to these 
natal relations for the rest of her life, even when it was not politically expedient for her or 
her husband’s causes. Katherine was able to subtly demonstrate these loyalties and 
connections during the Field of the Cloth of Gold in 1520, in which Henry (or Cardinal 
Thomas Wolsey) attempted to broker a perpetual peace with France.  
The Field of the Cloth of Gold (hereafter “The Field”) was a peace conference 
held on the edge of Calais, the last remaining English territory on the European continent, 
between the French king Francis I and Henry VIII. Organized largely by Cardinal 
Wolsey, to “create a multilateral treaty which would be the basis of a permanent 
European peace,” the event was splendidly executed in sumptuous temporary buildings 
where the two kings and two queen consorts met and spent time with one another.639 
During the event, there were  banquets, tourneys, and chances for diplomatic negotiations 
between the sovereigns and their advisors. Naturally, Katherine and her entourage 
accompanied Henry to the meeting.  
 
639 Glenn Richardson, The Field of the Cloth of Gold (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2013), 6. 
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While in the last chapter I focused on Katherine’s English network of support, and 
how she had fostered her contacts through largesse, friendship, and good works, I would 
be remiss in not mentioning the massive English entourage that went with Katherine to 
The Field because they can represent part of the network that she built over her first 
decade as consort. These individuals were generally from the upper echelons of English 
society – lords temporal and spiritual. Of course some were chosen simply because they 
were the most powerful in the English nobility, others as a reward for services rendered, 
but some attendants were chosen because they were friends of and loyal to Henry or 
Katherine (or both). The Field was a huge opportunity to demonstrate support from the 
subjects, and to bestow favor, from either Katherine or Henry. There were high-ranking 
noblemen such as Thomas Stanley and his wife, Anne Hastings, the earl and countess of 
Darby.640 There were many other ladies, such as another Anne Hastings, the countess of 
Shrewsbury and Ursula Pole, the countess of Stafford.641 Pole was the teenage daughter 
of one of Katherine’s oldest friends in England, Margaret de la Pole. Also included were 
a “Lady Bullayn” and a “Lady parre wyddowe,” who were mothers to Henry’s later 
consorts, Anne Boleyn and Katherine Parr.642 Lady Elizabeth Grey, the future countess of 
Kildare, and her younger sister Lady Anne Grey also attended upon Katherine. The Greys 
were a royal-adjacent family claiming their descent from Elizabeth Woodville’s first 
marriage, and even though they did not have royal blood, Lady Elizabeth would later 
claim the blood royal and wrote to Henry as a kinswoman, not just as a subject. The 
mobile household also included “knygyte wyffes” or the wives of knights, gentlewomen, 
 
640 College of Arms (hereafter COA), mss 1bis ff. 69/4. 
641 COA: mss 1bis ff. 69/4. 
642 COA: mss 1bis ff. 69/4. 
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chamberers, and a full staff for the horse stable.643 Each of these individuals would have 
been specifically chosen for their skills and/or their connections. Some of these noble and 
aristocratic individuals would stand by Katherine in the King’s Great Matter and support 
her as best they were able, a testament to the loyalty Katherine inspired in others.  
Remaining loyal to Henry and what she deemed England’s best interests, 
Katherine was against the idea of an Anglo-French alliance as she had been sent to 
England to fulfill an Anglo-Spanish alliance. Her family saw France as the enemy to their 
territorial expansion, so Katherine took steps to ensure her nephew Charles, the newly 
elected Holy Roman Emperor, made an appearance in England before Henry and 
Katherine set sail for Calais. This visit, orchestrated by Katherine between her husband 
and her nephew, did not bear immediate fruit and the English royal households soon 
made their way to Calais in summer of 1520 to meet with the French. Once there, Henry 
confirmed that the four-year-old princess Mary was to wed the toddler dauphin, Francis. 
Not pleased with this particular outcome, Katherine showed her resistance to the alliance 
not in her actions but in her clothing. At The Field, “Catherine used her clothing, and the 
liveries of her household, to emphasise both her Spanish heritage and her loyalty to her 
English husband, thus avoiding the accusations of disloyalty or interference that often 
plagued foreign-born queens.”644 While Katherine wore clothing in the Tudor colors of 
green and white, her attendants bore the consort’s personal badges which were derived 
from her childhood in Grenada, the pomegranate, and her mother’s badge of a sheaf of 
arrows.645 During one of the jousts at The Field, Katherine emphasized her support for an 
 
643 COA: mss 1bis ff. 69/4. 
644 Beer, Queenship at the Renaissance Courts, 61. 
645 Beer, Queenship at the Renaissance Courts, 65. 
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Anglo-Spanish alliance (or at least her support for Spain) through her hair style. The style 
in Spain was to have her “tress of hair over her shoulders and gown.”646 This set her apart 
from the rest of the English and French ladies, as their hair would most likely have been 
hidden under a headdress and hood.647 Perhaps she felt freer to wear her hear down while 
on the Continent, where she grew up – the last time her hair had been free to cascade 
down her back in front of great numbers of people was at her coronation in 1509. Even 
though Katherine was letting her hair down, she was not letting up on her preference for 
an Anglo-Spanish alliance. While Katherine could not protest to Henry directly about her 
frustration and adamant resistance to the Anglo-French alliance, she still played her part 
as his royal consort perfectly.648 There were no complaints, only compliments, for 
Katherine’s performances while at The Field.  
 As part of her role of consort, she acted as a second-in-command of sorts for 
Henry, receiving the French king in her temporary palace in fine style as suited their 
status as royals. Her banquets were “superb,” her clothing was “beautiful,” and her small 
talk was well performed as she and the French queen Claude watched jousts “talking and 
amusing themselves.”649 Katherine knew how to perform royal decorum, and she did so 
 
646 "Venice: June 1520, 11-20," in Calendar of State Papers Relating To English Affairs in the Archives of 
Venice, Volume 3, 1520-1526, ed. Rawdon Brown (London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1869), 61-72. 
British History Online, accessed April 10, 2020, http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-
papers/venice/vol3/pp61-72. 
647 Maria Hayward, Dress at the court of King Henry VIII (New York: Routledge, 2017), eBook, Chapter 
12: The Henrician Court. 
648 Indeed, she had complained to her council about it and knew that the news would filter to Henry and his 
council at some point – but she had removed her anger and frustration from the equation and aired her 
grievances in a way that did not embarrass Henry on the international stage. "Henry VIII: April 1520, 2-
15," in Letters and Papers, Foreign and Domestic, Henry VIII, Volume 3, 1519-1523, ed. J S Brewer 
(London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1867), 249-264. British History Online, accessed April 13, 2020, 
http://www.british-history.ac.uk/letters-papers-hen8/vol3/pp249-264. 
649 "Venice: June 1520, 11-20," in Calendar of State Papers Relating To English Affairs in the Archives of 
Venice, Volume 3, 1520-1526, ed. Rawdon Brown (London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1869), 61-72. 
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perfectly at The Field even though she did not support the proposed Anglo-French 
alliance. Even through the coded and dissembling language of diplomats, Katherine was 
known abroad as a ‘good’ wife to Henry as Richard Wingfield, great uncle to Henry VIII 
by marriage and ambassador to France, told Louise of Savoy in a pre-The Field meeting. 
It was probably a good guess on the savvy Louise’s part that Katherine would not be 
happy about an Anglo-French alliance and when asked what Katherine’s feelings on the 
alliance, and especially the upcoming marriage between the Princess Mary and the 
dauphin Francis, were, Wingfield played on Katherine’s reputation for her wifely 
devotion to Henry. According to a report Wingfield later sent to Cardinal Wolsey, 
Wingfield told Louise that, “There could not be a more virtuous or wise princess 
anywhere than the Queen my mistress was.”650 He continued that: 
‘Having none other joy or comfort in this world but to do and follow all that 
she may think to stand with the King’s pleasure; and considered by her as 
well it pleased him to be entirely affectioned to the said assembly, as also 
the alliance and marriage to be passed and concluded between the Princess 
and the Dauphin,’ he thought none could be more desirous of it than she.651 
In reality, Katherine had been working toward her preferred alliance, between England 
and the Holy Roman Empire, since long before the Field of the Cloth of Gold. As I 
touched on earlier, just before Henry and Katherine left for Calais, the crafty consort had, 
 
British History Online, accessed April 10, 2020, http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-
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650 "Henry VIII: April 1520, 2-15," in Letters and Papers, Foreign and Domestic, Henry VIII, Volume 3, 
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using her contacts outside of England, managed to orchestrate a meeting between her 
husband and her nephew. Under the guise of having a family visit, Charles meant to 
broker an alliance between England and his realms. This was precisely what Katherine 
wanted as well, and so she reached out to her old friend and sister-in-law Marguerite of 
Austria to help bring the alliance to fruition.652 
 Marguerite had traveled to Spain to wed Juan, Prince of Asturias, in 1497, and it 
was with her that Elizabeth of York and Margaret Beaufort suggested Catalina practice 
her French skills. The Princess of Asturias and the Princess of Wales became friends 
during Marguerite’s few years in unified Spain, as the Habsburg princess was beautiful, 
witty, intelligent, and easily charmed those she met.653 She would have been fluent in the 
French language and courtly customs as she had been raised at the royal court there as the 
affianced bride of Charles VIII, learning how to be a French queen. He ended up 
marrying her stepmother, Anne, Duchess of Brittany, and Marguerite was sent home in 
1493. Due to the marriage of Juana (Katherine’s sister) and Philip (Marguerite’s brother), 
both Marguerite and Katherine were aunts to Charles V, so due to their ties by marriage 
and their shared connection to Charles, it made sense for Katherine and Marguerite to 
team up in pursuing an alliance between the Habsburgs and the Tudors.  
Given the soured relationship between unified Spain and France, it also makes 
sense why Katherine would fight for an Anglo-Habsburg alliance over one between 
England and France. Both Henrys, VII and VIII, saw England as a counterbalance to the 
major power players on the continent namely unified Spain (and later the Holy Roman 
 
652 Marguerite of Austria is also known as Margaret of Austria and as the Duchess of Savoy. 
653 Tremlett, Isabella of Castile, 395. 
331 
 
 
Empire/Habsburg dominions) and France. As a result of that paradigm, both Henrys 
would make alliances between all of the related powers whenever it suited them, 
attempting to play all sides for English (or at least Henry’s) benefit. Katherine was 
undaunted, however, and saw she needed to wield a strong hand for a Habsburg alliance. 
She and Marguerite were key in organizing Charles’ visit to England, while he was on his 
way to Castile to stop in to see his mother in her house arrest. Marguerite even went as 
far as recommending where the meeting between Emperor and King should take place. 
Knowing her nephew, Marguerite was “content that the interview between Henry and her 
nephew should take place at Southampton, as he prefers that port to the Isle of Wight.”654 
Katherine, presumably knowing Henry preferred to make deals face to face, was 
delighted with her success. “The Queen, raising her eyes to heaven, with clasped hands 
gave praise to God for the grace she hoped he would do her that she might see Charles,” 
reported Charles’ English envoy, Jehan de la Sauch, “which was her greatest desire in the 
world, and she thanked the King her husband, making him a low curtsey.”655 Charles sent 
a missive to Katherine thanking her for “what she has done to promote his interview with 
Henry VIII,” as the “arrangements for which have given him the greatest satisfaction.”656 
Charles implored Katherine to use her influence with Henry to “get the King to wait for 
him” should “any delay occur.”657 Indeed, things were going well enough between the 
 
654 "Henry VIII: March 1520, 2-10," in Letters and Papers, Foreign and Domestic, Henry VIII, Volume 3, 
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King and Emperor that Charles had a patent drawn up to give Cardinal Wolsey a 
bishopric in Spain (Badajoz), which was worth 5,000 ducats.658 In addition to Badajoz, 
Wolsey would also receive a stipend from Charles of 2,000 ducats a year from the 
bishopric of Palentia.659   
For both of these major political and diplomatic events in 1520, Katherine was 
integral to their success, as were her connections to her natal family and friendship 
networks outside of England. These events, meeting with Henry and Francis to make a 
treaty of love and peace with France and meeting with Henry and Charles to make a 
treaty of kinship and mutual defense with the Habsburg domains, while diplomatic 
performances were probably not undertaken disingenuously. While Henry liked battles to 
show off his power, peace brought prosperity. Marriage alliances, it could be argued, 
brought peace. His own marriage to Katherine solidified the Anglo-Spanish alliance 
which was beneficial when he first ascended the throne. While Mary did not end up 
marrying either the dauphin or her cousin Charles as a result of these negotiations, she 
saw firsthand what power and benefits could be reaped from a good marriage match. 
Mary was little more than a toddler when these negotiations took place, but when she was 
in a position to select her own husband, she initially chose Charles. Perhaps it was partly 
the strength of her mother’s desire for a strong Anglo-Habsburg alliance, sealed as it 
would have been with her marriage, in addition to the multitude of other benefits from 
such an alliance, that later influenced Mary in her decision to wed Charles’ son Philip. As 
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an adult, she likely would not have remembered these events clearly, but she would have 
been aware of her mother’s desire to see her daughter wed to one of the most powerful 
men in her world. 
Working as an international peacemaker was not Katherine’s only use of her wide 
natal and friendship networks. While acting as a peaceweaver was expected of her as a 
royal consort, she also activated her networks for her personal benefit as well, outside of 
Henry. Although to be fair, Katherine may have successfully argued that her utilization of 
her international contacts in her annulment trials was in England’s and Henry’s best 
interests, she had the most to gain from winning the judgement in her favor and the most 
to lose. Katherine’s skillful deployment of her allies stalled Henry’s annulment of their 
marriage and kept her as a power player and protector of Habsburg interests in England. 
Because of her ability to resist Henry’s entreaties to go quietly into a nunnery or 
anywhere besides where he was, she forced his hand and he ended up taking more 
cataclysmic actions such as breaking from the Roman Catholic church. Katherine’s 
stubbornness was bolstered by her forceful personality and her formidable intellect, but 
also because she had the help of scholars inside and outside of England who wrote to her 
and gave her legal and canonical advice. Because of her relationship with the Holy 
Roman Emperor, she could safely appeal her case to Rome. While her family abroad was 
convinced she “suffered a continual martyrdom,” Katherine could have been reasonably 
assured that, should she have been murdered by Henry (perhaps quietly by poison. 
Because of her powerful international connections, she was safe from judicial murder, 
unlike two of Henry’s later wives, Anne Boleyn and Katherine Howard) that Charles V 
would be duty and honor bound to declare war, for Katherine’s sake and to protect 
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Mary.660 Henry, even though he could get emotionally caught up in conflict, was not 
willing to call the wrath of the Holy Roman Empire down upon his blessed plot of 
England. 
Even though Charles was not willing, understandably, to invade without a drastic 
catalyst, he was able to help Katherine though his own connections and subjects. Initially, 
one of those subjects, Juan Luis Vives, who was the beneficiary of Katherine’s patronage, 
offered himself as an advisor for her regarding the King’s Great Matter.661 He 
immediately supplied her with advice, both in conversation and written. Vives, who had 
been schoolmaster for her daughter Mary, was a scholar patronized by Katherine, and he 
had written The Education of a Christian Woman as a virtue curriculum for the 
princess.662 Apparently Henry quickly found out and placed Vives under a six-week 
house arrest. Afterward, Vives left England and came back the next year in 1528 at the 
behest of Marguerite of Austria, who sent Flemish scholars to provide counsel for 
Katherine.663 
Another of Charles’ subjects who tried to help Katherine was the legal scholar 
and theologian Agrippa von Nettesheim. From a family of imperial servants, Agrippa was 
disposed to help Katherine for the sake of his patrons, Marguerite and Charles. In 1528, 
Henry had requested Agrippa’s legal expertise to defend the divorce, but Agrippa chose 
 
660 "Henry VIII: May 1535, 26-31," in Letters and Papers, Foreign and Domestic, Henry VIII, Volume 8, 
January-July 1535, ed. James Gairdner (London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1885), 287-305. British 
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to stay out of the conflict that that point in time, instead becoming Charles’ archivist. 
Friends with another imperial ally of Katherine’s, Eustace Chapuys, Agrippa was 
dragged back into the fray when Chapuys had reported to the consort that Agrippa had 
produced an iron-clad case in defense of her marriage.664 Unfortunately, even though he 
had thought it through, Agrippa had never gotten around to writing the specifics on paper 
and he ended up in debtor’s prison for the rest of his life.665 
Perhaps Katherine’s greatest foreign ally and support during the King’s Great 
Matter, aside from Charles himself, was his imperial ambassador, Eustace Chapuys, who 
was sent to England in 1529. In many ways, Chapuys was Katherine’s most ardent ally, 
and more of a support than Charles. It was Chapuys who spent long hours talking with 
Katherine and providing her emotional support, who then reported to Charles what 
needed to be done and always working to help Katherine and protect Mary from Henry’s 
wrath or indifference, depending on the day. Katherine specifically requested Chapuys 
because of his reputation for learning, his legal expertise, and his facility with Latin.666 
Chapuys functioned as the physical representation of Charles at the English court, and so 
when he had audiences with Henry, he was a reminder of the power lurking across the 
water. Very quickly, Chapuys became staunchly allied with Katherine and her cause, and 
would do his utmost to give good advice and to report everything back to his master. 
Even though Chapuys originally was sent to help Katherine, he also worked hard to 
advance Mary’s cause at court. He was one of Katherine’s most loyal supporters and was, 
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rightfully, unafraid of Henry’s wrath. Chapuys, as a proxy for the Emperor, was the one 
person who could defend Katherine in front of Henry.  
Initially, Henry allowed Chapuys to have access to Katherine. Very quickly, 
Chapuys was impressed by Katherine and would eventually describe her as “the most 
virtuous woman I have ever known and the highest hearted, but too quick to trust that 
others were like herself, and too slow to do a little ill that much good might come of 
it.”667 However, the ambassador did not retain free access to Katherine from Henry. As 
time went on and her circumstances became more and more locked down, Chapuys 
worked to smuggle notes to her but was generally not allowed to have an audience with 
her. While she was at Kimbolton, which ended up being her final home, Chapuys set out 
with his household to see her, under the guise of a pilgrimage to Our Lady of 
Walsingham, as Kimbolton was on the way. Knowing full well that Henry did not want 
Chapuys to visit Katherine, as the ambassador had requested permission several times 
and been ignored, Chapuys wanted to call Henry’s bluff – was she simply in a new home 
or was she under house arrest? – Chaptuys was stopped by not just one messenger, but 
two, and was duly informed that he was not allowed to stop at Kimbolton or at the little 
village nearby, as then the townspeople would know he was denied access to Katherine. 
“I ought to abstain from going as far as the Queen’s residence,” Chapuys wrote to the 
Emperor, after receiving the message from two of Henry’s officials, “or passing even 
though the village which is within bow-shot of it. The King, their master, they believe, 
would take it in pat part if the news of his refusal got about; it might lead to much 
 
667 As quoted in Garett Mattingly, Catherine of Aragon (New York: Book of the Month Club, 1990), 433, 
citing a letter to Guignone Dupuys on August 6, 1555, at Archives de la Ville d’Annecy, Liasse GG 198, 
no. 11.  
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scandal.”668 Still fearing his subjects’ love for Katherine, Henry preferred to keep her 
condition quiet. While Chapuys was not to visit her, some of his men rode by her castle 
so she could at least see Charles’ coat of arms outside her window and remember that she 
was not forgotten.  
He was also one of the last friends to see her before her death in early 1536. 
Hearing she was unwell, he went to Kimbolton to visit her. She clearly was ill but was 
pleased having him for company. They spoke at length of her anxiety about what would 
happen to her staff, the religious salvation of England, what would happen to Princess 
Mary, and worked to prepare a list of bequests after her death.669 When she had begun to 
hold down food, smile, and joke with one of his servants, he felt that she was recovered 
enough for him to return to London.670 There, he would beg Henry for better 
accommodation for her. Good to his word, after Chapuys returned to London and 
requested an audience with Thomas Cromwell, Henry’s Chancellor of the Exchequer and 
principal secretary, to discuss improving Katherine’s living situation. Cromwell wrote 
back to him of “the very grievous, painful, and lamentable news of the death of the very 
virtuous and holy Queen, which occurred on Friday.”671 
 The very last friend to visit Katherine, and who was present at her death, was 
another foreign-born woman who married into English wealth and power – Maria de 
 
668 "Spain: July 1534, 26-31," in Calendar of State Papers, Spain, Volume 5 Part 1, 1534-1535, ed. Pascual 
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Salinas. Perhaps Katherine’s oldest friend, Maria had been one of the girls selected to 
accompany la princesa de Gales from her mother’s household in Grenada to her wedding 
in England.672 Much like Katherine, she built her power from her influential marriage. In 
Maria’s case, she married Lord William Willoughby in 1516. Presumably one of 
Katherine’s ladies during her tumultuous widowhood, it is a testament to both 
Katherine’s financial straits and Maria’s loyalty that she had not married earlier – 
Katherine could not afford a sufficient dowry payment nor did Maria abandon her 
mistress for married life. Even after her marriage Maria remained in Katherine’s circles, 
frequently attending court to visit with her mistress.673 Possibly due to Katherine’s 
improved prospects after 1509, Maria was able to take part in important courtly events – 
such as standing in as godmother to Charles Brandon and Anne Browne’s daughter Mary 
and attending the Field of the Cloth of Gold at Katherine’s side. Maria’s daughter, 
Catherine, eventually married Charles Brandon, which wove the tapestry of loyalty and 
kinship between Brandon and Katherine – possibly one of the reasons he found it so 
distasteful to disband some of her household when she was under house arrest.  
 Maria was one of Katherine’s important links back to Spain and within England – 
she successfully integrated into English society, and perhaps even helped Katherine to 
favor English over Spanish merchants in 1514, but never forgot from whence she 
came.674 When news came to London that Katherine was facing what most likely to be 
 
672 Warnicke, Retha M. "Willoughby [née de Salinas], Maria, Lady Willoughby de Eresby (d. 1539), 
noblewoman and courtier." Oxford Dictionary of National Biography. 23 Sep. 2004; Accessed 23 Apr. 
2020. https://www-oxforddnb-
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her last illness, Maria rushed to Kimbolton, arriving in the evening on 1 January 1536. 
Pretending to have injured her leg falling from her horse, she was reluctantly admitted to 
the residence, when she immediately made her way to Katherine’s room. Refusing to 
leave, Maria stayed with Katherine until her mistress’ death on 7 January.  
 Royal consorts were partly chosen because of the strength of their natal family 
networks. Specific military or trade agreements between kingdoms depending on what 
each could bring to the negotiating table, and young sons and daughters were signed 
away in those contracts. Oftentimes, due to the nature of royal marriage and how consorts 
move from one realm to another, blushing brides and grooms often also had extensive 
friendship networks and other allies upon which they could rely who were not related to 
their marital realm. Katherine’s network, which it did not branch much from her natal 
family, such as her parents and siblings, did grow to include a rather large and incredibly 
powerful set of Habsburg relations (thanks to Juana’s prodigious fertility). She also was 
lifelong friends with some of her ladies who traveled with her from Spain in 1501 and 
with her former sister-in-law, Marguerite of Austria. The most important node in her far-
reaching international network was her nephew Charles – it was from him and his 
position that she derived most of her security when her relationship became strained with 
Henry. Katherine tried to use these networks to procure a good marriage for her daughter 
Mary, as well as engineer an alliance between Charles and Henry. Eventually, Mary 
herself utilized her mother’s Habsburg connections when she sought to wed Charles’ son 
Philip, cementing, for a time, an Anglo-Habsburg alliance. 
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Philip of Spain – King of Jerusalem and Naples, King Consort of England and Ireland 
 Over her lifetime, many marriage candidates had been considered for Mary’s 
hand. As I mentioned in Katherine’s section, the two most prominent had been Mary’s 
cousin, Charles (son of Katherine’s sister Juana) and the French dauphin, Francis. 
However, with the ever-fluctuating change in status for both Mary and Elizabeth, it 
became difficult to gauge the feasibility of the suits for potential partners. Once she 
became sovereign, however, Mary’s status was seemingly guaranteed. Wanting to 
preserve her realm for heirs of her body, among other reasons, Mary sought a marriage 
partner for herself, and of the candidates suggested (Edward Courtenay, earl of Devon; 
Cardinal Reginald Pole; Ferdinand, archduke of Further Austria, and Mary’s first cousin; 
Dom Luis of Portugal, Mary’s first cousin once removed; and Philip, Mary’s first cousin 
once removed), Philip had the most to offer her in terms of inheritance and he had his 
father, Charles’ stamp of approval.675 Succession to his Spanish Habsburg kingdoms was 
generally assured as he had a surviving son from his first marriage, Don Carlos, so his 
children with Mary could inherit English or German territories. In addition to proving 
himself as able to sire children, he also had aptly demonstrated his capability to rule, 
having been regent in Spain for over a decade. Also important was the fact that Mary 
chose Philip. She knew Courtenay personally, and had strong connections with Pole’s 
mother and her own cousin Charles, but she chose Philip, which was unusual for a bride, 
even in royal marriages.  
 
675 Linda Porter, Mary Tudor: The First Queen (London: Piatkus, 2007), 265. 
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 In light of the unusual circumstance of the bride having control over her choice of 
husband, the marriage agreement was designed to ensure she retained complete 
sovereignty over England and would continue to rule herself. Where Katherine’s 
marriage treaty mostly dealt with trade agreements, Philip’s was concerned with his role 
as king consort and in the maintenance of Mary’s rulership. Katherine’s role had been a 
familiar one, whereas Philip’s was highly unusual (for England). It made sense that the 
negotiators needed to codify a king consort’s role as there had not been one in England 
before. The key stipulations in the treaty, indeed the first two articles, detailed Mary’s 
and Philip’s privileges in one another’s realms. While a consort queen could call herself a 
queen after her partner’s death, Philip would not be allowed that privilege, “In virtue of 
which marriage the said Prince shall enjoy, together with the Queen, his consort, and as 
long as the marriage endures, the royal title and style.”676 In other words, he would only 
be king of England and Ireland as long as Mary was alive and they were still wed. The 
abstract continued, “He shall assist his consort in the task of government,” which implied 
that Mary would be the one to continue to hold power – it did not say “he shall take over 
the task of government” or some other such similar statement.677 The fact that this was 
included at all speaks volumes for how unusual the situation was. Incoming consorts, as 
they had all been women in England until that point, had simply been expected to assist 
their husbands in whatever tasks they could. One of a wife’s primary jobs, as described in 
contemporary conduct and manners guides, was that of a helpmeet for her husband. 
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Because Philip was not a wife, acting as a helpmeet for his spouse was not a normal 
expectation for him – but these circumstances were far from normal.  
 The abstract of the articles of marriage, which were presumably sent from 
Westminster to Philip (and his father Charles) and then housed in the Archivo General de 
Simancas, continue in an effort to minimize Philip’s role as a king. In addition to 
assisting Mary in her government, “saving always the kingdom’s laws, privileges and 
customs,” Philip upon agreeing to the marriage also “relinquishes all claim to dispose of 
offices, posts and benefices in the kingdom…”678 While an incoming queen consort, 
depending on her relationship with her spouse, generally had some say in the makeup of 
her household and her staff, she most likely never wielded total control. That full 
authority was reserved for the sovereign. In this way, Philip was treated like a queen 
consort. He was not technically allowed to dispense with offices – most likely as a way of 
keeping his influence limited. While in England, Philip adhered meticulously to the 
treaty, but he did work with Mary, give her his advice, and advocate for his preferred 
candidates in postings and offices, much like a feminine consort.679  
Curbing an incoming female consort’s authority in favor of a native-born 
sovereign’s was par for the course, but doing so to an incoming male consort, or any new 
husband, was peculiar. Typically, as many manners guides and conduct books (as well as 
religious texts) would attest, a man should be, and naturally was, the head of a Godly 
household. So it was natural that Philip could have harbored expectations of inhabiting 
such a position during his marriage to Mary. The marriage treaty, however, stipulated 
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otherwise, the effect of which turned him into an odd masculine wife. To give him some 
wiggle room against these constricting articles, before he left Spain, Philip had a separate 
piece written up that testified he had not known what the articles contained and that 
because “he had not known of them, and he intended to grant the said power and swear to 
observe the articles in order that his marriage with the said Queen of England might take 
place,” he could “by no means in order to bind himself or his heirs to observe the articles, 
especially any that might burden his conscience.”680 The writing went on to state that he 
had “by his own free will never agreed and never would agree to the articles,” that he 
would protest “once, twice, and thrice, or as many times as it was necessary to make the 
act legal,” but that he “was making this protest because he had not agreed to the articles 
of his own free will.”681 In this, Philip was hoping to be a more traditional king of 
England – he protested because he would not have had the powers typically afforded to 
husbands or to kings in their realms. By signing the statement before he left for England, 
perhaps Philip was hoping to have a way to wriggle out of the more restricting (to him, as 
a man) articles of the marriage. Regardless of these initial feelings, the marriage went as 
planned and Philip, once he arrived in England, abided by the articles as stated. While he 
did offer advice to Mary, which was expected as he was both her husband and had been 
regent in Spain for years before their marriage, he did not dispense with offices on his 
own. All his influence was felt through Mary and her decisions, but never on his own.682 
One of the key benefits of the Habsburg/Tudor marriage was to increase 
England’s access to trade on the continent as well as solidify the Habsburg rule in the 
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Low Countries, a key ally to England.683 While that trade alliance was not strictly 
codified in this Treaty, there was an article near the end which stipulated a “whole 
hearted and sincere fraternity, union and confederation between the Emperor, his heirs 
and dominions, and the Queen and her dominions.”684 At the conclusion of that article 
was an explicit reference for both Philip and Mary to respect the prior agreement made in 
1542 at Westminster and the subsequent proclamation of said treaty in 1546. 685 The 
Anglo-Imperial treaties referenced in the article were concluded between Mary’s and 
Philip’s fathers, Henry VIII and Charles V, and ensured a mutual defensive alliance 
against France. 
Access to Philip’s patrimony and to his vast familial network was a key aspect, if 
one that was unwritten, of the marriage. From the beginning of negotiations, Stephen 
Gardiner, Mary’s Lord Chancellor, had been against the prospect of a foreign groom for 
his queen. In a discussion with the Imperial ambassador, Simon Renard, Gardiner 
brought up his worry for English merchants and that they would perceive the marriage as 
“that it was intended to enrich foreigners by opening the gates of the country to them and 
impoverish its unfortunate inhabitants.”686 Renard apparently countered with “As for the 
objections that might be made by merchants, I thought the alliances would mean riches 
and advantages for them rather than poverty, because navigation would be safer and trade 
freer.”687 As Renard aptly pointed out, through Philip, Mary, and by extension, England 
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and the English, had not only possible trade avenues open up with various continental 
realms but also the Spanish holdings in the so-called New World. While it would not be 
until the reign of Mary’s younger sister Elizabeth that English entrepreneurs would 
attempt colonization and settlement in North America, the opportunity to access those 
trading networks opened up in Mary’s reign, and was a benefit to both foreigners who 
wanted to trade in England as well as English who wished to trade abroad.688 This trend 
was well represented in the number of foreigners living in London, possibly as “high as 
12.5 per cent” of the population of Mary’s capital city.689  
Just as marrying Philip opened up England to more and safer trade abroad, Mary’s 
court also played host to a dazzling array of wealthy continental visitors who brought 
with them more connections and opportunities. Mary’s London court played host to 
ambassadors, other nobles and royals, and ambassadors from all over Europe. In 1554, 
Ferrante Gonzaga, a loyal servant of Charles V who had earned a papal governorship, and 
his sons stayed in London after the wedding. The Mantuan ambassador, Annibale Litolfi, 
paid his respects to the queen and new king in early 1555. Christina of Denmark, the 
duchess of Lorraine, visited in spring of 1555 (her visit was a feat which Henry VIII 
could not perform – he had sought Christina’s hand in marriage, but she wisely stayed out 
of England at the time. Philip’s connections were what convinced Christina to visit, not 
Henry or Mary’s). Later, in 1557, at Philip’s second stay in England, they hosted 
Christina again as well as Philip’s half-sister, Margaret of Parma, the duchess of Parma. 
Mary had also received ambassadors around that same time from the far-off realm of 
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Muscovy.690 The royal court, as well as London in general, had become a melting-pot of 
sorts, enjoyed greater access to trade and safety on the high seas, and played host to high-
ranking dignitaries from all over Europe, thanks to Philip’s connections.  
Perhaps not all of the foreign entanglements that Philip brought with him were 
beneficial to England. Just like his great-aunt and mother-in-law Katherine, Philip ended 
up leading the English in a war effort. Where Katherine took on the task of defending 
England against the invading Scottish, Philip controversially embroiled English troops 
into a conflict in France, which ultimately lost Calais, England’s last foothold on the 
continent. Even though agreements made during treaty negotiation forbade Philip from 
taking English troops into his family’s war with France, that was precisely what 
happened. “The realm of England,” they stipulated, “by occasion of this matrimony, shall 
not directly or indirectly be entangled with the war that is betwixt the most victorious 
lord the emperor, father unto the said lord prince, and Henry, the French king; but he, the 
said lord Philip, as much as shall lie in him, on behalf of the said realm of England, shall 
see the peace between the said realms of France and England observed, and shall give no 
cause of any breach.”691 Philip could have argued that, when he led English troops into 
battle that it was not the same conflict that his father and Henri had waged – it was a 
different one. Philip had, due to lack of funds, called for a peace agreement between 
himself and Henri in February 1556.692 Philip’s involvement in the next conflict came in 
the next year and culminated in the battle in San Quentin. 
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The conflict between the French Valois and the Habsburgs in which Philip and 
Mary played a part did not reflect a new tension between the French and the growing 
Spanish empire. The Ottoman Empire, under Suleiman the Magnificent, was allied with 
Henri II in France with the goal of driving out Habsburg influence in the Italian peninsula 
and islands. Henri was also allied with some of the Protestant German princes in the 
hopes of expelling Charles V’s power from Central Europe as well as the Italian states. 
However, with Charles V’s abdication in 1556, the Habsburg empire was split between 
the Holy Roman Empire, which went to Charles’ brother Ferdinand, and his inherited 
territories, which went to Philip. The Pope, Paul IV, an anti-Spanish pontiff, who had 
allied with Henri in 1555, excommunicated both Philip and Charles.693 This placed all 
their territories under interdict, instigating a violent reaction from Philip. 
Initially, Philip only sent in his duke of Alba, Fernando Alvarez de Toledo y 
Pimentel, also the viceroy of Naples, to “harass” the papal states, but this led to the pope 
calling in on his treaty with Henri for assistance.694 The French king then, sent the duke 
of Guise, Francis de Lorraine, to attack the Habsburg forces in Italy, simultaneously 
sending Gaspard de Coligny, the Admiral of France, to attack Habsburg strongholds in 
the Netherlands.695 Philip was dealing with a war on two fronts, and he needed help from 
his English allies – but his hands were tied. He could not, according to the marriage 
treaty, bring England into his war with the French. That is, until Thomas Stafford led an 
utterly ineffective and entirely to convenient raid on Scarborough on 25 April 1557. 
 
693 Parker, Imprudent King, 51; Henry Kamen, Philip II (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1997), 64. 
694 Kamen, Philip II, 65. 
695 Kamen, Philip II, 65. 
348 
 
 
It was suspected that Stafford was funded by the French, Henri of course denied 
all knowledge, but Stafford had been exiled to the French kingdom during Mary’s reign 
as he had been imprisoned for his involvement in Wyatt’s Rebellion in 1554. In the case 
of his Scarborough raid, his reasoning was that he was going to overthrow Mary’s so-
called illegitimate government and take over as England’s rightful king – he was, after 
all, a descendant of George, duke of Clarence (1449-1478).696 At the very least, he 
wanted to lay claim to the title of his grandfather, Edward Stafford, duke of 
Buckingham.697 Philip was able to convince the Privy Council that Stafford’s rebellion 
was ultimately an act of war perpetuated by the French and that provocation necessitated 
an English involvement into the larger conflict that had engulfed much of the Continent. 
England was going to war. 
Mary and Philip began the work of preparing to engage with the French, including 
the recalling of Nicholas Wotton, Mary’s ambassador in France. The royal couple sent 
him a letter written on 26 May, letting him know that the peace was broken and that he 
was to return home at his earliest convenience.698 Mary then sent a missive to Henri, 
requesting that he release Wotton from his obligation on account of his “long residence 
and advancing years,” and that the King grant him “licence for his safe departure.”699 Not 
long after, Mary and Philip received word from the earl of Shrewsbury, Francis Talbot, 
that their “proclamation of war with the French King,” which had been sent by 
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commission from Westminster on 1 June, was well received in York.700 “The people who 
are in good obedience like it [the declaration of war] well,” he wrote to Mary, “desiring 
rather to have the said King known as an open enemy than a secret dissembler, and they 
will resist his malice offered to these parts.”701 
Philip left in early July to prepare on the continent for war, setting off to Brussels. 
Commander of the Netherlands’ forces, Emanuele Filiberto, duke of Savoy, and also 
Philip’s cousin, was eager to assist the English king because the French had taken and 
occupied Emanuele’s ancestral territory.702 After a few border skirmishes, Philip and his 
advisors decided to take the fight to the French and lay siege to the town of San Quentin. 
Much like his great-grandparents, Isabel and Fernando, Philip worked as quarter-master 
general (Isabel) and as a commander-in-chief (Fernando) and did not lead troops into 
battle – that was, ultimately, Emanuele’s job. Philip did not avoid battle intentionally. On 
the contrary, he was delayed while waiting for his much sought-after English back-up. 
After having secured their help, he needed to wait until they had arrived to make any sort 
of physical difference in the war effort. Writing to Emanuele in his own hand, Philip 
communicated frequently with his cousin about the delays and emphasized that he was 
coming – just not as quickly as he would hope. “If you cannot avoid fighting before I can 
be there,” he wrote, “which will be without fail… you should send me news of it by 
sending three or four messengers here, flying at top speed.”703 Philip knew that he must 
wait for his English troops to have a chance of both making it to Emanuele’s forces safely 
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and of relieving his cousin’s troops, and so he waited. This waylaid Philp to the point 
where Emanuele had to move without his king and cousin to ensure victory, as the duke 
had learned that the French were closing in.704 The Habsburg victory was swift and 
decisive. Perhaps more than 5,000 French were slaughtered, while less than 500 of 
Habsburg soldiers were killed.705 In a missive to Mary, advising her of the victory, she 
was informed that the duke of Savoy had broken the French and slain many of the 
Germans who had fought with them.706  
When Philip examined the battlefield a couple of days later, he did so with his 
English forces by his side, including Robert Dudley. Of the Germans who had survived 
the initial battle, Philip allowed them to go home, so long as they swore “never again to 
take arms against him.”707 Emanuele had managed to capture the Constable of France and 
other important nobles. Directing the siege personally from that point on, Philip battered 
the town of San Quentin until they surrendered to his forces.708 
The combined Habsburg forces were victorious on the Italian front as well – led 
by the duke of Alba, Philip’s army lay siege to Rome. Philip had forbidden his forces 
from entering the city itself, and Alba was able to restrain the men from looting the 
ancient city. The goal of the siege there was not to take the city, but to concretely 
demonstrate Philip’s power. He could order that his men invade and take over the city 
and the Vatican. However, Philip’s strength showed through his restraint. His men were 
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ordered only to cause fear, not damage.709 The Pope, who had excommunicated both 
Philip and his father, swore an oath that he would “never again make war on Philip or 
assist others who did.”710 
In his victories, the English king showed that he could lead his troops to victory – 
just as a good king should. Philip, in this instance, possibly interpreted his role as a king 
consort in the same light as he did his role as king regnant. As her husband, it fell to him 
to lead Mary’s supporters into battle because as a wife she was to play a subordinate and 
less martial role. However, Mary’s aptly demonstrated pre-marriage military leadership 
capabilities certainly complicated and blurred the lines between their roles. She had spent 
the time he was fighting on the continent preparing for a possible Scottish invasion, 
thinking that the Scots may invade in defense of their French allies (much like the events 
of 1513 and Flodden Field).711 Both Philip and Mary were able to demonstrate their 
martial capabilities (although Philip was the only one of the two who had been trained in 
such endeavors) and were successful in protecting England and English forces.  
Philip’s victories in San Quentin and Rome also were a wonderful example to the 
English of how far reaching and useful his natal connections were. One of those 
connections, Bona Sforza, queen of Poland, was a Trastamara kinswoman. When Bona 
died, she left the entire duchy of Bari to Philip and gave him a loan of 500,000 crowns to 
carry on his fight in the Italian theater.712 While his inheritance from Bona and his 
victories benefitted England in the short-term, his confidence, or perhaps a touch of 
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arrogance, led him to disregard a suggestion from his father to “maintain a large force in 
the vicinity of Metz,” so that Philip could more easily assist his allies in Calais.713 
Ignoring this little bit of advice had devastating consequences for his English subjects 
and for Mary.  
In response to their loss at San Quentin, and their fears that Philip’s combined 
Anglo-Habsburg forces would march on Paris (which they did not have the funds to do), 
the French decided that the best defense is a good offense. Led by the duke du Guise, the 
French made their way to Calais and the pale surrounding it on 1 January 1558. Thomas 
Wentworth, baron Wentworth, governor of Calais, worked to defend the city from the 
30,000 French troops surrounding it.714 News had been coming in droves through Mary’s 
intelligence networks, and while Wentworth did his best with his limited immediate 
assistance, without Philip’s help there was “no hope now for Calais.”715 Unless Philip 
could “distress them [the French] by land and sea, so as to compel them to raise the siege 
or drive them for greater danger,” there was no way to dislodge the French from the 
English stronghold.716 Wentworth, on 2 January, reported to Mary that he had written to 
Philip, requesting “300 or 400 Spanish harquebusiers now placed at St. Omer.”717 At the 
end of his missive, Wentworth wrote that he “fears this may be his last letter, as the 
enemy will stop his passage,” but that he would “do what he can.”718  
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Philip, upon hearing of the situation in Calais, wrote to Wentworth that “We wish 
to inform you by this messenger, in order that you may urgently take all possible 
precautions, with your customary vigilance, for the defence of that fortress and the 
frustration of the enemy’s designs.”719 He ordered Wentworth to inform Mary of all of 
the developments and that “If there is anything else we can do to contribute to the 
defence of Calais and defeat of the enemy, we will gladly use our best efforts, for there is 
nothing of greater importance for our interests and those of the Kingdom of England.”720 
Philip then sent word to Don Luis de Carvajal to inform him of the situation in Calais and 
to order him to join up with the English fleet to aid in the relieving of the siege. “Make 
the greatest haste to get the fleet out,” Philip wrote, in his own hand, to de Carvajal.721 
Also working his connections in the Netherlands, Philip requested funds to aid the 
English, and to fortify the border towns.722 
Mary, too, sprang to action, sending letters and raising troops, funds, and weapons 
immediately to Dover for the trip across the Channel. As she wrote to William 
Woodhouse, the vice-admiral, “Our ancient enemy the French king has not only besieged 
Calais but also distressed the marches, keeping that coast with his ships to prevent our 
subjects entering our town.”723 Knowing that she needed to break through Henri’s 
defensive line to relieve Calais, Mary authorized her vice-admiral to “repair with all 
diligence to sea with as many of our ships as you may” and to “take the 500 [sailors] 
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appointed out of London, the 200 of Middlesex and others of Essex.”724 Preparing for a 
possible lack of trained seamen immediately available, Mary also gave permission for 
Woodhouse to “send to the lord warden to have more,” so that he could “chase the enemy 
thence, put as many soldiers as you may by any means into Calais, and take others in 
place of them by order we have appointed.”725 However, she was not able to raise enough 
in time, “as it has pleased God to suffer Calais to be surprised by the enemies, the 
enterprise intended for succour of that piece is disappointed,” and so Mary decided to 
keep the ships, which had been severely “weather-beaten” to the point where they could 
not be useful, and soldiers in Dover, for the protection of the rest of England.726  
Philip’s forces, still led by Emanuele, made their way to protect the last English 
stronghold in the Pale, the castle of Guisnes. As Lord William Grey, commander of 
Guisnes, wrote to Emanuele, “As this is a matter that touches his Majesty’s prestige, and 
also yours, I am constrained to mention it to you,” and begged him to “consider our plight 
and what a great service you would render the King and Queen if you were to come at 
once to our help with his Majesty’s army.”727 Unable to move quickly in the winter 
weather, Emanuele did not make it to Guisnes in time to prevent their ultimate surrender 
on 21 January. Having held out so long against the French, and facing a possible mutiny 
by his men, Lord Grey managed to emerge from the debacle with his reputation intact 
and proved beyond question.728 
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The English largely blamed Philip for the loss of their last continental 
possession.729 It seemed that Philip blamed himself as well. In a letter to his sister Juana, 
regent in Spain, he gave his excuses for the loss of Calais. He decided to disband his 
army due to the “heavy falls of rain and snow,” but more importantly, “I had no money to 
keep up such numbers of troops.” After communicating with Wentworth, Philip “would 
see to it that he be promptly supplied,” and “immediately took the necessary steps,” to 
send in reinforcements.730 It was too little, too late, and the French had already dug their 
heels in and repulsed English and Habsburg reinforcements. “I regretted the fall of this 
place more than I can express to you,” he continued in confidence, “and I have ample 
reason to do so, because it is a famous fortress and a very important one.”731 After that, 
he begged his sister to send him funds as he could not rely on the English, “given that 
they entered the wary on my account,” or his contacts in the Netherlands. Perhaps to save 
his own honor, or because he wanted to help England (most likely a bit of both, with 
wanting to help cheaper trade between England and the Netherlands), Philip began plans 
to retake Calais with the help of his army from the Netherlands.732 “We have felt great 
pain and anxiety on account of the fall of Calais greater indeed than we can express in 
words,” he wrote to the English Privy Council: 
because of the importance of that place, which you realise, and our concern 
for the interests of the Kingdom of England, which we have as much at heart 
as our other affairs. If would, however, have been still bitterer to us if we 
had felt that we had failed in any way of our duty. But the moment we heard 
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of the French advance we took the greatest care to provide relief for Calais, 
both by sea and by land, as we instructed Juan de Ayala to explain to you 
some days ago.733  
Having divested himself of any blame while still shouldering the guilt of England’s loss, 
Philip continued that he was “assuring you [the Council] of our will to carry on the war. 
We rejoice to see how great your own constancy is at this season.”734 While this was 
somewhat valiant on his part, the English were in no place to join him. There were still 
worries that the Scots would invade, or that the Danes would sail in defense of the Scots 
and attack England.735 Philip also worried about the security of the kingdom and 
protecting Mary while he was away dealing with war on the continent. He sent a message 
to Count Feria, who had been in England with Mary, to let her know that “I am in a 
position to resist the French with my present forces, and even to do them some notable 
harm, as I hope, I think it would be preferable that she should hold her troops back, and 
apply the money she had intended to spend on them to fortifying her own harbours and 
islands, which are of great importance for the safeguarding of the kingdom.”736 
Protecting England was a priority for Philip, regardless of what his English subjects may 
have thought. This too demonstrates how seriously Philip took his marriage to Mary and 
his obligations as king consort to his English subjects. Even though Mary was completely 
capable of defending her kingdom in wartime, Philip, as the one who had more practical 
experience and theoretical background with war, was working to be a good partner to 
Mary. Just as a queen consort would, especially one with such strong intellect and 
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capabilities as Katherine of Aragon, Philip advised his spouse on what actions he felt 
would best benefit the realm. That sort of performance of his role was, of course, nearly 
invisible to anyone outside of their close circle of advisors, ambassadors, and 
messengers… which is quite analogous to the so-called soft power that is attributed to 
many queen consorts. 
 Philip’s actions were praised in other Habsburg communications (perhaps 
unsurprisingly). The loss of Calais was not seen in other circles as Philip’s fault in his 
other domains – rumors flew that it was actually due to the religious sympathies and 
treacheries of Calais’ inhabitants. Wentworth and many of those who lived in Calais were 
seen as Protestant sympathizers or fully Lutheran in their religious sentiments, and that, 
to practice their faith, they had taken exile in Calais. The Cardinal of Siguenza wrote to 
Juana in Spain, stating that the loss of Calais from the English was grievous, but that it 
must have been lost “by treachery, for otherwise it could not have been taken in such a 
short time. The Governor of Calais was a great heretic, like all those who were with him 
there.”737 It stands to reason, then that the loss revealed the treachery he found in the 
hearts of said residents of Calais and could hopefully had helped them back to the 
Church. “One who is a traitor to God must be expected to be the same to men,” he wrote 
of Wentworth, aptly explaining the loss of the town.738 He went on to write that the 
English had held Calais for 207 years – if it had been the Spanish holding it, they would 
not have lost to the French.739 
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 The loyalty that Philip inspired in his continental allies did not spring from 
nowhere – nor was it only because he was the son and heir of Charles V. Philip had 
worked hard over his first stay in England to bring the English church back under the 
cloak of the Roman Catholic Church. Philip’s efforts and successes in establishing a 
papal hold over the Church were, along with his military campaigns, perhaps his most 
important major contributions for England. To accomplish these tasks, Philip had to 
activate his well-developed and robust international networks of support.  
 As I briefly discussed in Katherine of Aragon’s sections of this and previous 
chapters, with the Reformation Parliaments of the early 1530s, Henry VIII made himself 
the ‘Supreme Head on earth of the Church of England’ and vehemently denied papal 
supremacy over the faith and organized religion of his island kingdom. Among other so-
called benefits, including the dissolution of the monasteries, with that break Henry was 
able to freely obtain the annulment he had been seeking, repudiating his marriage to 
Katherine. His divorce had far reaching consequences, especially once his children 
acceded to the throne in turn.  
 Where Edward VI’s reign had pushed England further and further from the 
auspices of the Roman Catholic Church, Mary was determined to return her kingdom’s 
churches to the faith and organization her father and brother had largely abandoned. She 
began the work of rebuilding what her brother and father had torn down and broken as 
best she could in the beginning months of her reign – before her marriage negotiations. 
Her early parliament had outlawed the Book of Common Prayer, that ever-present 
standby of English Protestantism, and restored the celebration of Mass by the end of 
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1553.740 As Eamon Duffy so aptly points out, Mary was quite pragmatic, rather than 
dogmatic, in the steps she took to return England into compliance with Rome. “Far from 
pursuing a programme of blind reaction,” Duffy argues, “the Marian authorities 
consistently sought to promote a version of traditional Catholicism which had absorbed 
whatever they saw as positive in the Edwardine and Henrician reforms, and which was 
subtly but distinctively different from the Catholicism of the 1520s.”741 To begin with, on 
18 August 1553, Mary issued a proclamation “permitting the practice of both religions till 
such time ‘as further order by common assent may be taken.’”742 Mary’s church was not 
her mother’s church, but it was also decidedly different in character from the various 
interpretations of Tridentine Catholicism on the continent.  
 While Mary had laid much of the groundwork in Parliament to return England to 
the folds of the Roman Catholic church, Philip also contributed hard work. Bringing the 
English back to the Pope was a personal goal for the king consort, and his handiwork in 
doing so emphasized his skill at one of the traditional roles of a consort – a peaceweaver. 
Where Philip had gone to war, leading English troops in 1557 and 1558, in the autumn 
and winter of 1554 he spent his time sending letters and engaged in careful negotiations 
between Parliament and the Papacy.  
 From just after his wedding to Mary, Philip set to work negotiating two key points 
between the Pope and Parliament – first that Cardinal Reginald Pole, a kinsman to Mary 
and high-ranking churchman who would become a chief advisor for her, be given 
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permission to return from exile and to act as Papal Legate in England; second, that the 
individuals who had bought up church lands be allowed to keep their titles as they had 
bought the land in good faith. Should Philip achieve both of these tasks, his father wrote 
that “this would not only be a great achievement in England, but would make a deep 
impression on all countries that have fallen into error.”743 Philip knew from the beginning 
that his marriage to Mary was a way to bring the rogue church back into the flock. He 
also expected it to be a tricky bit of business, and he utilized his father’s ambassadors and 
members of his family to send letters to papal emissaries to communicate the difficulties 
he faced. As Simon Renard, imperial ambassador, wrote to Charles:  
The Pope expects submission to the Church to come first, and means 
afterwards to attend to the dispensations, considering each case separately, 
on its own merits, and also the  nature of the church property that has been 
taken possession of. He intends to grant the dispensation to those for whom 
the King and Queen intercede, though with a restrictive clause binding them 
to consult the Pope on cases that may appear to be of importance.744 
Philip hoped that the Pope would give Pole the authority, as legate, to deal with this 
business on the ground in England, but as an exiled high-ranking nobleman, it was up to 
Parliament to welcome him back. Seeking support to enter England, Pole wrote a long 
letter in his own hand to Philip. “A year has I began to knock at the door of this royal 
house, and none as opened unto me,” Pole began, writing in the rest of the letter about his 
assigned task as an emissary of the Pope, and complaining (in his own words) about how 
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he was kept from doing his job.745 “Wherefore, Prince,” he concluded the missive, “if 
you wish to ward off the Divine Wrath from your own head and from your realm, if you 
wish to reign in quiet and happiness, your first act ought to be to admit him who comes 
with messages of peace from God and His Vicar.”746 While Philip kept Pole waiting in 
Brussels a while longer, he did send Francisco de Eraso to update the Cardinal on the 
situation in England.747  
 Philip began to make real headway in negotiations between himself, Mary, the 
Privy Council, the Parliament, and the Papacy in November 1554. He had ensured a 
Parliament would be called to be able to enact the agreed upon return to the Catholic 
church and word on the street was generally positive - about Philip and the changes in the 
church. “The people here have become so much gentler that you would fail to believe it,” 
wrote Gonzalo Perez to Juan Vazquez de Molina on 4 November, “and indeed the King’s 
kindness and the favours he is never weary of bestowing would soften stones. Religious 
affairs are going very much better, and now that Parliament is to meet and the Legate is  
coming, as many people here wish him to do, I believe all will turn out well with regard 
both to religion and to administration.”748 
 In his role of peaceweaver, Philip worked mostly behind the scenes on the English 
reconciliation with Rome. While he was present with his wife at the opening of 
Parliament, the negotiations were all done before the legislative body met. In Philip’s 
instructions to Eraso, the consort makes his contributions to the process clear: he had sent 
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a courier straight to his Holiness in Rome to negotiate; he worked to clarify exactly what 
Pole’s powers were, according to the papal brief; and he convened a legal and theological 
discussion with “members of both Councils” who were to meet in both his and Mary’s 
presence, “to which I also commanded certain of the theologians whom I brought with 
me.”749 He continued, “I had the point at issue explained to them, and they all agreed 
that, as the righteous object in view was to lead the erring of this country back to the fold 
of the Church and induce them to become once more obedient… I might without 
conscientious scruple take the matter into my own hands… feeling sure that the Holy 
Father would ratify and approve my course, and indeed be very glad I had adopted it.”750 
Clearly, Philip was confident that he was on the right path, and that he would be 
supported by the Pope himself for his actions. This sort of communication and faith in 
one’s esteem with the Pope would later be reflected in another consort’s correspondence, 
that of Henriette Marie. They both, through familial connections, had access to the 
pontiff. Both also went to England with the task of bridging the divide between the 
English church and that in Rome – Philip and Mary, working as a team, were successful 
in that task.  By 23 November, Renard was reporting to Charles that, “There is firm 
ground for hope that the authority of the Church will be restored, as Pole’s coming has 
been consented to and Parliament has unanimously decided to repeal the Acts passed 
under the late King Henry by which the Cardinal was banished.”751 With the arrival of 
Pole, Parliament moved swiftly to declare their obedience to the universal church.752 
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 While Mary had already been working on reuniting her realm with the Roman 
Catholic church, Philip worked assiduously to aid her in this goal. As her helpmeet, he 
acted as a peaceweaver, just as would have been expected of a queen consort. With his 
connections, he was able to speed the process along and to bring together the right people 
at the right time with the right ideas to be able to get it done. Through his natal network, 
Philip was able to bring about some prosperity in England and he attempted to raise 
England’s prestige abroad by reconciling with the Roman Catholic church. Having access 
to his networks was one of the expected benefits of the Anglo-Habsburg marriage 
alliance, from which England gained access to greater trade opportunities, more 
protection upon the high seas, powerful military alliances, but access to those great 
powers came great drawbacks, as the English eventually found to their dismay with the 
loss of Calais. 
Anna of Denmark – Queen of Scots, of England, and of Ireland 
 The alliance between the Scots and Danes dates to the Treaty of Perth in 1266 and 
its subsequent re-confirmations in the succeeding centuries.753 The Treaty of Perth was 
largely a way to settle territorial disputes between the two kingdoms and it led to dynastic 
marriages and more trade, as each party was legally guaranteed to collect and protect any 
shipwrecked goods that happened to sink in the other’s waters.754 In the reign of 
Christian I (1448-1481), Scotland and Denmark, along with France, entered a entente 
which led to increased Scottish immigration to Denmark. This era of peace was cemented 
with a marriage between Christian’s daughter Margaret and the future James III in 1469. 
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With her came a dowry which included the Northern Isles (ownership of which had been 
a point of contention between the two kingdoms), though her heirs would inherit, they 
would not devolve to the Scottish crown after her death.755 Through Scotland’s auld 
alliance with France, Denmark and the French also ratified treaties with one another, 
even considering a French marriage for one of Christian’s sons.756 
 Relations between the two kingdoms remained cordial even though the 
tumultuous sixteenth century which saw abdications and depositions of monarchs in both 
realms. In 1585, Frederick II sent an embassy to Scotland with the express purpose of 
marrying one of his daughters to James VI (thus settling the disputes over Orkney).757 It 
took several years to iron out the details of the marriage agreement, and in 1588, 
Frederick died, leaving his young son Christian the throne. This was convenient for the 
Danes as, in regard to some of the more outlandish Scottish demands, due to Christian’s 
young age the realm was ruled by a council and they felt that Christian should negotiate 
those stipulations when he came of age.758  
 The Scottish seem to have taken a negotiation tactic of asking for outrageous 
concessions from the Danes and then through careful deliberation reaching a reasonable 
agreement. James sent his envoy with instructions to ask the Danes for: a dowry of 
250,000 daler, reciprocal movement and trade rights for Scots in Denmark and Danes in 
Scotland, exemption from customs at Danish posts, guarantee of 5,000 foot soldiers and 
1,000 cavalry that the Danes supply for James’ use in Scotland, at least seven ships in 
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loan, and the establishment of a Protestant league.759 These demands were optimistic to 
say the least. 
 The Danes issued a response, point for point. The 250,000 daler dowry, they 
claimed, went against what had already been negotiated and approved by Frederick II 
before he died. He had agreed to send, along with “princely gems and other decorations 
which it is fitting for princesses to wear,” a barrel of gold as her dowry.760 Equivalent to 
about 75,000 daler, the barrel of gold was the best the Scots were going to get. As for the 
preferential trade agreements, the Danes responded that there had already been treaties 
which guaranteed rights for Scots but their ability to charge such levies had “been 
customary since ancient times we may not in this matter be party to any lessening of it; 
for that would be to diminish the royal rights and ancient dignity of this esteemed 
kingdom.”761 Neither would the Danes budge on giving the Scots rights to soldiers and 
ships, as “it would not be proper to weaken the royal fleet…during our gracious lord’s 
youth.”762 It seems as though the Danes had the upper hand in the negotiations and it 
showed in the final agreement.  
 In the agreed upon marriage treaty, the Danes were to give the Scots 75,000 daler 
in dowry gold and the Scots were to present Anna with the palace of Linlithgow and the 
castle of Falkland, with another property’s revenues as her dower lands.763 Should James 
die, she could choose to leave Scotland after three years with a payment of 150,000 
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thalers to compensate her for her dower lands.764 Also interesting is that even though at 
this point in time it was highly likely that Anna followed a Protestant faith, there was also 
a stipulation that guaranteed freedom of religious practice for her. The article read, “Anne 
and all her ministers are to have free profession and exercise of their religion,” which 
allowed for Anna to continue to profess her Lutheran faith and to have a Danish or 
German preacher  in her household at James’ expense.765 This article is one that could 
have been used as inspiration for part of Anna’s son’s marriage treaty to Henriette Marie, 
who was a Roman Catholic.  
Of course, even though the treaty allowed for Anna to continue to practice her 
Lutheran faith, it did not make provisions for a future conversion to Roman Catholicism. 
While it is unknown exactly when Anna began to question her Lutheran upbringing and 
to seek out the faith of her late mother-in-law, this process most likely began shortly after 
Anna arrived in Scotland. One of her closest friends at court was Henrietta Stuart, the 
countess of Huntley, a known devout Catholic.766 Anna’s faith allowed for James to 
access an entirely new network of support – the Catholic networks. While his mother had 
died believing herself to be a martyr for her faith, James himself was a well-known 
Protestant, raised in the Calvinist Kirk of Reformation Scotland. Even though Anna could 
not be public about her conversion, due to the possible anger and blowback from the 
Kirk, Anna could still provide James other avenues of communication and diplomacy 
with the Catholic realms of Europe.   
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In 1593, Anna had supported George Ker, a Catholic messenger who had been 
imprisoned since 15 February 1592/3 in Edinburgh for his “unnaturall & treasonable 
practiss” of Roman Catholicism.767 He had been just about to sail to Spain, carrying the 
‘Spanish Blanks’ – pieces of paper that had been blank, except for signatures of some of 
Scotland’s leading Catholic nobles.768 “Supposedly offering to support a Spanish 
invasion of England, by way of Scotland,” these papers were seen by James and Anna as 
unimportant and unthreatening as the noblemen who signed were friends of his.769 It was 
rumored at the time that through Ker, Anna had connections to Catholics in Spain. In 
1594, “there were even (unfounded) rumours in Madrid that Anna was about ‘to procure 
all the forces she could’ to help and Irish rebellion against Elizabeth I.”770 Even though 
Anna did not have these direct connections with the Spanish court, she did have pro-
Spanish proclivities that showed up in 1604, which I will examine shortly in relations to 
her masque The Vision of the Twelve Goddesses.  
Anna’s conversion was something of an open secret at the Scottish court in the 
1590s and would continue to be so for the rest of her life. Even though she promoted the 
interests of Catholic friends at court, she interceded for just as many Protestant friends. 
Careful to fulfill her duty to her faith but not overstep and endanger her husband’s 
deteriorating relationship with the Kirk further, Anna would attend Protestant services in 
public and Catholic in private. James was also jockeying for Elizabeth to name him as her 
heir, and any solid news of Anna’s conversion could have had devastating consequences 
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for his bid for the English throne. Rumors had made their way south to London, so 
Elizabeth had sent her ambassador, Robert Bowes, to speak with Anna and set the record 
straight as to the young consort’s faith.771 Bowes wanted her “to beware to prefer or 
cherish any suspected in religion.”772 The young consort convinced Bowes that she 
attended reformed church services, which was true. This seemed to be enough for Bowes 
and Elizabeth, for a time.773  
James was able to use his wife’s faith to open up doors of support with the 
Spanish, when he asked for Philip III’s endorsement in his bid for the English throne and 
from the pope himself, asking for money and support. Even though James would later 
deny he had sent any such missive (asking for money from the pope), he did have a 
unique relationship with the pontiff. As the son of a martyr and the husband of a Catholic 
queen, his connection to two of the most important women in his life allowed him direct 
access to the pope. Anna’s conversion progress quietly throughout the 1590s. According 
to Robert Ambercromby, a Jesuit priest, Anna “had seen a priest who daily celebrated 
Mass,” and by 1593 was said “to be very well enclyned unto Catholique religion.”774 By 
1595, Anna’s conversion was known in Jesuit and Catholic circles; Cardinal Cajetan in 
Rome sent a small golden shrine to James as a gift. James then passed it on to Anna.775 
She was seen by anonymous others to be a “zealous Catholic” by 1600.776 Perhaps to 
counteract that impression, Anna then interceded with James for Robert Bruce, the Kirk 
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minister who had conducted her coronation in 1590.777 In 1601, Anna wrote to the pope 
directly, asking for “papal protection for herself and her children and approval of her 
husband’s claims to the throne of England.”778 In addition to the support of Pope 
Clement, Anna also, sometime between 1603 and 1608, visited with the Spanish 
ambassador “to hear mass and take communion.”779 After her husband’s ascension to the 
English throne, Anna was somewhat more open about her Catholicism, but continued to 
attend Protestant services in public, perhaps why she felt that she could attend mass with 
the ambassador – she could play it off as a political obligation, rather than a personal 
statement of faith. While Anna could not, and wisely did not, make her conversion 
anything more than an open secret, she did not hide her preference for the Spanish at the 
Twelfth Night celebrations of 1604. 
As I mentioned in the last chapter, the Vision of the Twelve Goddesses was 
Anna’s courtly masquing debut in England. In commissioning costumes, writing, and 
scenery, Anna showed favor to artists and artisans who brought her vision of the story to 
life – but she also used the performance itself as a diplomatic tool. After she and her 
ladies finished their offerings to the Temple of Peace and showcased their graceful 
dancing skill, the next and final part of the mask was the ‘taking out’ phase of the 
performance, when Anna and her ladies led the guests in a masquerade ball of sorts. In 
the taking out, Anna did not invite her husband to dance with her on the floor of the Great 
Hall in Hampton Court Palace – instead she chose the Spanish ambassador, Juan de 
Tassis, as her partner. Inviting the Spanish ambassador over the French caused a bit of 
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diplomatic frustration, especially for the French ambassador, the Comte de Beaumont, 
and for James. The incident was reported in courtly circles by Dudley Carleton on 15 
January as: 
The like dispute was betwixt the French and the Spanish ambassadors and 
hard hold for the greatest honor, which the Spaniard thinks he hath carried 
away being the first feasted (as he was the first holiday and the Polack the 
next) and invited to the greatest mask; and the French seems to be greatly 
discontented that he was flatly refused to be admitted to the last, about 
which he used unmannerly expostulations with the king and for a few days 
troubled all the court; but the queen was fain to take the matter upon her, 
who as a masker had invited the Spaniard as the duke before had done the 
French, and to have them both there could not well be without bloodshed.780 
By inviting Juan de Tassis instead of the French ambassador, Anna was making a 
decidedly political statement. De Tassis stood in as a proxy for Spain in his role as Philip 
III’s envoy, and then, was a representative of Anna’s political leanings at the time. While 
it was expected in her role as a peaceweaver consort that Anna would entertain 
ambassadors, she did so in a way that inflamed passions, rather than calmed them. In an 
attempt to placate the French ambassador, who had known ahead of time that de Tassis 
was to be given precedence, James tried to play peaceweaver. James invited Beaumont to 
a different masque, The Masque of Scots, and invited the ambassador to sit at his side in a 
place of honor for the performance. This seemed to be enough to placate the ambassador, 
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but in this James took on one of the traditional roles of a consort, and Anna, the 
sovereign.  
 Another political tussle between the Spanish and French ambassadors engulfed 
the production of another of Anna’s masques, The Masque of Beauty, which was the 1608 
sequel of sorts to 1605’s The Masque of Blackness. Anna had, just as before, invited the 
Spanish ambassador, neglecting to also invite Antoine de la Boderie, Henri IV’s 
ambassador. La Boderie had expected to be invited to The Masque of Beauty as the 
Spanish ambassador had attended each of Anna’s previous masques and felt like it was 
his turn. It was not. Anna, again, invited the Spanish ambassador to her masque, not 
extending an invite to La Boderie. James again intervened, trying to smooth the ruffled 
feathers, by inviting him to some other entertainment instead. “He protested vigorously,” 
reported Giustinian, the Venetian ambassador, “declaring that this was a double injury, 
for he was not only excluded from the greater function, the Queen’s Masque, but also 
from the nobler company, that of your Serenity’s Ambassador, whom they intended to 
invite with the Spanish Ambassador, the more to honour him.”781 James then invited the 
French ambassador to a private dinner, to which La Boderie was dismayed. There was no 
comparison between a private dinner with the king to being seen at his right hand at such 
an important and exclusive public spectacle.782 
 Apparently it was quite a spectacle as well – the Venetian ambassador had 
managed to hold on to his invitation (disinviting him had been discussed as a way to 
ameliorate the feelings of the French ambassador) and attend with the Spanish 
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ambassador, just as Anna had intended. Giustinian wrote to the Doge and Senate that the 
masque was one that was worthy of Anna’s greatness…: 
The apparatus and the cunning of the stage machinery was a miracle, the 
abundance and beauty of the lights immense, the music and the dance most 
sumptuous. But what beggared all else and possibly exceeded the public 
expectation was the wealth of pearls and jewels that adorned the Queen and 
her ladies, so abundant and splendid that in every one's opinion no other 
court could have displayed such pomp and riches. So well composed and 
ordered was it all that it is evident the mind of her Majesty, the authoress 
of the whole, is gifted no less highly than her person. She reaped universal 
applause and the King constantly showed his approval. At the close of the 
ceremony he said to me that he intended this function to consecrate the birth 
of the Great Hall which his predecessors had left him built merely in wood, 
but which he had converted into stone.783 
Anna had impressed yet again and had turned the evening into a magical 
performance which solidified her standing as chief masquer and political operator. 
Of course, this left James to play the consort’s role of peaceweaver once again 
between England and France. James saw himself as a peacemaker, and Anna 
certainly gave him opportunity to put his pacifist inclinations into practice. Where 
Anna succeeded most as a peaceweaver was in using her familial connections to 
maintain already existing peace agreements. 
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Anna’s conversion to Catholicism gave James other avenues for support, but so 
did her familial connections to the rest of Northern Europe. Her brother, Christian IV, 
was king of Denmark and Norway. Through her strong relationship with her brother, 
Anna was able to open up opportunities for Scottish nobles to travel freely through 
Denmark. Among these nobles were James Ogilvy of Airlie and John Ruthven, who went 
to Copenhagen for Christian’s coronation in 1596, when Anna could not due to advanced 
pregnancy (and a distinct distaste for sea travel after her first disastrous trip to 
Scotland).784 Later, in 1602, Anna sent Christian news of Scottish soldiers being recruited 
to fight in Sweden.785 Anna’s familial ties to powerful men (as she was the daughter, 
wife, and sister of a king) were a point of pride for her, and she facilitated a visit from 
Christian in 1606. Anna could not meet with Christian in public as she “still keeps to her 
rooms because of her recent confinement,” but Christian visited her in her apartments.786 
He also spent a considerable amount of time with James and Henry, travelling about to 
the homes of various English noblemen, such as the earl of Salisbury, “where they 
intended to amuse themselves.”787 James set about entertaining Christian with traditional 
English chivalric games such as tilting at the ring, which they and prince Henry played, 
and Christian held a joust.788 
Even though Anna did not meet with Christian in public due to her confinement 
and grief at the death of her newborn daughter Sophia, the consort had worked as the 
connecting point between James and Christian. The Venetian ambassador, Zorzi 
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Giustinian, reported back to the Doge and Senate that while the two kings did not conduct 
much business between the two of them, it was a successful meeting between the two 
men. Upon Christian’s departure in August, he gave James, Anna, and Henry gifts worth 
about two hundred thousand crowns each, and Anna sent some “fine horses handsomely 
caparisoned” back with her brother for their mother.789 Both Christian and James, after 
dining on the Danish flagship with Anna and Henry, reiterated that they “would always 
preserve the accord between their respective kingdoms.”790 Anna, through her familial 
connections, had acted as a peaceweaver between England, Scotland, and Denmark-
Norway. Even though the relations between the realms had generally been peaceful, 
making the opportunity for sovereigns to meet in person was a rare and effective means 
of maintaining that peace. Anna also worked as a peaceweaver between her husband and 
other realms and powers, especially touching the issues of marriages for her children. 
 Much like consorts before her, such as Elizabeth of York and Katherine of 
Aragon, Anna expected to be intimately involved in the marriage treaties which used her 
children. In this, she was not disappointed. When she and James moved south to England, 
they had a growing family with three surviving children (even though they left Charles in 
Scotland as he was too delicate for the move). The potential marriages for the royal 
children were useful tools in maintaining England’s largely peaceful diplomatic 
entanglements. James felt strongly that, between his children’s matches, there should be 
balance – a Protestant marriage and a Catholic one. Anna had, perhaps unsurprisingly, 
supported a Spanish match with the infanta Maria Ana for their son Henry. Marrying into 
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Spain, just as Mary Tudor had a little over fifty years previously, would have given 
England access to greater trade all over the globe. There had also been talk of marrying 
Henry to a daughter of the Italian Medici family – she would “cause the fewest 
international complications” in addition to bringing a large dowry.791 However, Henry 
died in 1612, and so the Catholic match fell to Charles, which I will discuss in Henriette 
Marie’s section.  
 The Protestant match then fell to Anna’s only surviving daughter, Elizabeth. Anna 
was not thrilled with the potential loss of prestige that came with marrying into a smaller 
realm. The suitors for Elizabeth’s hand were plentiful and included Frederick Ulrich of 
Brunswick; a Swedish prince and later king, Gustavus Adolphus; and Prince Otto of 
Hesse.792 Even though Gustavus Adolphus was of an age with Elizabeth and the heir to 
the Swedish throne, Anna vetoed the match due to Sweden’s border war with 
Denmark.793 Frederick Ulrich was Elizabeth’s first cousin, the son of Anna’s older sister 
Elizabeth, and even he was not worthy of the daughter of a king. Ultimately, the 
bridegroom was Frederick V, elector Palatine. He traveled to England in late 1612 to 
make his case and ratify the marriage agreements – when sources romantically record 
that Elizabeth fell quickly in love and Henry immediately supported the match.794 
Frederick was, by some accounts, an attractive and attentive young man, but Anna was 
unhappy with the prospect of a minor prince marrying her daughter. When they met, she 
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gave him a look “with a fixed countenance” and did not kiss him, only allowing him to 
kiss her hand.795 Anna felt that Elizabeth, who had supported the match after meeting 
Frederick, was marrying far beneath her station, even going so far as to call her daughter 
“Goody Palsgrave,” to which Elizabeth was said to have responded that she would 
“rather be the wife of the Palsgrave than the greatest Papist Queen in Christendom.”796 
Rather than putting forth more potential suitors, Anna found reasons to reject all of the 
men who sought her daughter’s hand in marriage. Presumably, Anna would have much 
preferred a Catholic match for Elizabeth, but in that her desires were sidelined for James’ 
grand plan to balance the Catholic and Protestant powers through the marriages of his 
children. 
 With Elizabeth’s marital future settled, arrangements needed to be made for 
Charles’ future marriage. Initially, Anna had been set on a Spanish match, just as she was 
for Henry, however she entertained ambassadors from Tuscany, Savoy, and France, in 
addition to Spain.797 Anna’s household was generally pro-Spain, with Anna’s first lady of 
the bedchamber, Jane Drummond even receiving a pension from the Spanish crown for 
her behind-the-scenes efforts to support a Spanish match for Charles.798 Anna’s 
household was the center of these negotiations – the Venetian ambassador, Antonio 
Foscarini, reported that the French were sending ambassadors to negotiate the “marriage 
of the second princess to the prince,” and that the Spanish ambassador was 
understandably troubled by this.799 While the French were negotiating with James, the 
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Spanish ambassador directly approached Anna, and she attempted to set up a meeting 
between the ambassador and James. When that fell through, the ambassador offered that 
his king would be content “with the same conditions as those proposed by the Most 
Christian [French king], and as he is willing to give four times as much dower, he 
believes that he will be heard. Thus a competition is being waged between the two 
crowns, although with different ends.”800 By December 1618, months before she died, 
Anna was reported as having been “very anxious for [Charles] to marry in Spain, and she 
does her utmost to that end; she hates a French marriage and opposes it openly.”801 
Perhaps it was because of Anna’s support for a Spanish match that even after her death 
Charles attempted to compete negotiations for the hand of Maria Ana, the infanta.  
 Daughter, wife, sister, and mother to kings, Anna of Denmark utilized the 
network crafted by her close-knit family to work towards peace between her realms and 
others. Her conversion to Catholicism in the 1590s allowed for her to directly contact 
those in power in Rome and to potentially receive aid and support from Catholic realms. 
Her quiet Catholicism did not offend her English subjects and because of her support for 
the arts and her tireless efforts to bring honor to the Stuarts and to England, she was 
mourned by her friends and family. Inigo Jones designed a catalfaque for her funeral, her 
son Charles refused to leave her side in her final hours and served as chief mourner for 
her funeral, and James wrote a short poem to deal with his grief:  
Thee to invite the great God sent His star, 
Whose friends and nearest kin good princes are, 
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Who, though they run the race of men and die, 
Death serves but to refine their majesty.  
So did my Queen from hence her court remove 
And left off earth to be enthroned above. 
She's changed, not dead, for sure no good prince dies, 
But, as the sun, sets, only for to rise.802 
Her connections to her brother in Denmark and to her cultivated relationships in the 
Habsburg realms and in Rome gave James the opportunity to create and play the role of 
Europe’s peacemaker. While Anna did not play the role of peaceweaver, as was an 
expectation of consorts, she actively facilitated James’ ability to play the role himself. In 
this way, she still performed the role of a consort and wife – she acted as his helpmeet, 
using her wide network of international connections to help him achieve his goals. The 
next and last consort in this study, Henriette Marie, did the same for Charles to help him 
in his efforts to keep peace within his realm. 
Henriette Marie de Bourbon – Queen of England, Scotland, and Ireland 
 Though she was a princess of the blood, the youngest daughter of Henri IV and 
Marie de Medici, Henriette Marie, was not destined for an international dynastic match. 
Her older sisters, Elisabeth and Christine, were sent to Spain and Savoy as a queen-
consort and duchess respectively. For the youngest madame royale, she was to wed a 
kinsman, Louis de Bourbon, the Comte de Soissons.803 However, all did not go to plan – 
 
802 Gardiner, Samuel Rawson Gardiner, Prince Charles and the Spanish Marriage: 1617-1628, vol. 1 
(London: Hurst and Blanckett, 1869) 240. 
803 Alison Plowden, Henrietta Maria: Charles I’s Indomitable Queen (Stroud: Sutton Publishing LTD, 
2002), 10. 
379 
 
 
the marriage agreement between Charles, Prince of Wales and the Spanish infanta Maria 
Ana fell through, which left Charles, or rather his father James I, looking for a marriage 
partner for the prince. Ever seeking balance between the European powers, James wanted 
to marry his heir to the scion of a Catholic kingdom as he had arranged for his daughter 
Elizabeth to wed Frederick V, the Protestant Elector Palatine. In hopes of obtaining a 
Spanish marriage, Charles and his father’s favorite, George Villiers, the duke of 
Buckingham, traveled incognito to Spain to negotiate the marriage on their own. 
 What started off as a grand adventure for the Prince and his closest friend and 
mentor, ended in the tatters of a proposed marriage treaty. Having failed in playing the 
gallant prince sweeping the Spanish princess off her feet, Charles and his father turned to 
France to secure a bride for the young man. Henriette Marie, the last of the unmarried 
Bourbon princesses, was of a marriageable age, and negotiations began in earnest 
between England and France. While the “Treatie of Marriage betweene the Kinges of 
Brittaine and of Fraunce for the Prince of Wales and Madam Henriette Marie” is a very 
traditional marriage treaty, what is most important is what was left out, namely the largest 
reason one marries a scion of a foreign kingdom - as it certainly was not for love – some 
sort of large-scale benefit for the kingdoms in question.804 In the treaty itself there are 25 
clauses, and they all deal with the nuts and bolts of transfer of marriage portion/dowry, 
the makeup of Henriette Marie’s household and chapels, how she and her possible 
children figure, or do not, into the French and English succession, and how to safely 
transport her from France to England.805 The contract guaranteed her a French Catholic 
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household for all of her days in England, or at least a blended English and French 
household that practiced Catholicism.806 None of those articles deal with a military, a 
trade, or some other benefit for England and/or France.  
 The marriage contract was simply that. However, this was not the only agreement 
ratified by Louis XIII, James, and Charles. On 12 December 1624, James, who had been 
too ill to sign his name, used a stamp to sign his assent to the original treaty of marriage 
for his son. There were several other articles he stamped as well. According to a 
manuscript from that day, the king also stamped an “exemplification of the oath, in 
conformity with the 9th article of the marriage treaty,” and “a French paper, called ‘Secret 
Escript.’”807 The ninth article guaranteed Henriette Marie the permission to practice her 
“Catholique, Apostolique Romane Religion.”808 This had been stipulated from the very 
beginning of the marriage negotiations – James had promised freedom from persecution 
for the infanta of Spain, so France expected nothing less for their madame royale. It was 
the secret writing that was the most dangerous clause of the collected marriage 
agreements, as well as the one the French (or at least the queen mother Marie de Medici) 
sought most - freedom of religious practice for all Catholics in England. Just before the 
marriage treaty had been ratified in France, James started the process to keep his side of 
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the agreement by having Secretary Edward Conway write to John Williams, the Bishop 
of Lincoln who also served as Lord Keeper of the Great Seal, ordering for the liberation 
of all priests, “excepting those who have taken the Oath of Allegiance, and would be 
exposed to danger by liberation.”809 There was also a secret agreement to which Charles 
and Conway signed their names which guaranteed freedom of practice of religion for all 
English Catholics, so long as “they use the permission modestly, and render the 
obedience which as good as true subjects they owe to their King.”810 These secret 
negotiations also yielded an agreement that the French would have use of a small English 
fleet.811 This part of the secret escript, the loan of an English fleet without a confirmation 
of what the French intended to use it for, was the one that would have the most disastrous 
consequences later. 
 Of course, the most pressing reasons for the Anglo-French match were not 
necessarily ideological and altruistic in bargaining for religious freedom for one another’s 
subjects. James’ daughter, Elizabeth Stuart, and her husband, Frederick V, elector 
Palatine, were at war. In what came to be known as the Thirty Years’ War, and this is by 
necessity only the very briefest of introductions to the devastating conflict, the Holy 
Roman Emperor, Ferdinand II, elected in 1619, also once-and-again king of Bohemia, 
had plunged the Holy Roman Empire into civil war, which had been simmering from the 
reigns of his imperial predecessors. Repealing the cuius regio, eius religio principle of 
the 1555 Peace of Augsburg, Ferdinand attempted to restore the whole of the Holy 
Roman Empire back under the auspices of the Roman Catholic Church in one fell swoop. 
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This decision did not sit well with the devoted Protestants, Lutherans and Calvinists 
alike, and Ferdinand was deposed by Bohemian Protestants, who invited Frederick and 
Elizabeth to rule them as their new king and queen. The couple accepted but were forced 
out of power by Ferdinand, who ousted them within a year. Most of the European 
continent was sucked into the struggle, and England, geographically and ideologically on 
the periphery, was no exception. James, and especially Charles, felt that Protestants on 
the Continent needed to be protected, and that Elizabeth and Frederick needed their 
military aid to do so. Charles’ potential marriage then, first to Spain and then to France, 
was necessary to gain the fighting strength (and dowry money) needed to assist Elizabeth 
and Frederick in the war. James never declared war, but Charles did. Parliament did not 
give him the funding needed to adequately support a land war on the Continent (or, as I 
mentioned in the last chapter, Charles’ administration in general as the Commons only 
agreed to give Charles his tonnage and poundage incomes in yearly increments as 
opposed to the traditional grant for life that other sovereigns had previously enjoyed), but 
only enough of a cash infusion to enact a naval attack on Spanish colonies in hopes of 
seizing their treasure ships. This began Charles’ adversarial relationship with Parliament 
which had fatal consequences for him in 1649.  
 In the midst of this political milieu, Henriette Marie married the English king and 
traveled to England. From the very beginning of her tenure as consort, Henriette Marie 
seemed to be most concerned with one thing – performing her religious duty to the Pope 
by converting the English to Roman Catholicism. Indeed, her godfather was the Pope 
himself. It was years before she and Charles fulfilled their spousal duties and generated 
children, but Henriette Marie began the process of proselytization almost immediately, 
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and worked to live as a pious and virtuous example. This single-minded dedication 
largely pleased both her mother, Marie d’Medici and her brother, King Louis XIII, but 
her conflicts with Charles gave them pause. Henriette Marie maintained close ties with 
her natal family, especially her mother, who visited her in England in 1638. While these 
close connections with her family were later important in her fundraising and gathering 
support for Charles during the Wars of the Three Kingdoms, they inversely made it 
difficult for her to connect to her English subjects, as I explored in the last chapter. 
 Initially, Henriette Marie did not cultivate a domestic network, or not much of 
one. She favored some of those English men and women who had been a part of her 
marriage negotiations, but her tight cocoon of imported servants made it possible for her 
to live in an almost entirely French household structure in England. While their presence 
made it easier for Henriette Marie to stay up to date on the political struggles in France 
between her mother and brother’s factions, even after her servants were turned out, she 
still managed to keep abreast of the situation, advocating for her mother’s standing and 
power in Louis’ government.812 She did this through assiduous letter writing – mostly in 
French – to her mother and others in her family, as well as her friends back in France.  
 While she was anxious about her mother’s standing, or lack thereof, in France, 
Henriette Marie concerned herself with other issues outside of England as well – 
especially those concerning Charles’ sister Elizabeth and the will of the Pope. In times of 
peace the strength of a consort’s international network is generally not tested, though it is 
utilized. During peacetime, trade agreements are made and goods are shipped throughout 
 
812 Harris, Queenship and Revolution, 93. 
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shared waters or overland routes and laborers and artisans can sometimes travel between 
the involved realms freely to seek work where they can find it – but in times of conflict, 
sovereigns rely not only on alliances forged between themselves and other sovereigns, or 
on their own natal networks, but also on the natal and friendship networks of their 
consorts for military and financial support that cements their mutual commitment. 
During the beginning years of Henriette Marie’s tenure as consort, England was at 
war, and it was to her natal networks that Charles turned to support. The Anglo-Spanish 
War, a subsidiary conflict that was part of the Thirty Years’ War, lasted for the first five 
years that Henriette Marie was in England, 1625-1630. Drawn into conflict with Spain 
partly because of the aforementioned connection with the Bohemian inheritance of 
Frederick and Elizabeth, but also partly due to the English alliance with the Netherlands, 
the war with Spain ended up a huge waste of resources, men, and money for England. 
During these conflicts, specifically the raid on Cadiz (1625), as well as any other 
negotiations that required tact, George Villiers, duke of Buckingham, proved himself 
entirely inept as a naval commander and diplomat. In the raid on Cadiz, which Villiers 
planned and commanded, Villiers was to seize Spanish treasure ships which would cut 
off their supply lines and take pressure off of Frederick V on the continent, but the 100 
ship-strong fleet returned home having accomplished little but wasting time and lives.  
Later, Villiers was sent to negotiate with Cardinal Richelieu in France, to gain 
French aid against Spain. As Mark Kishlansky succinctly put it, “Buckingham’s true fault 
was failure, and his failures multiplied. English ships that had been lent to France to 
attack Spanish forces pounded French Protestants in LaRochelle instead. Worse still, 
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Richelieu secretly negotiated a separate peace with Spain.”813 This, partly, explains the 
extreme unpopularity that led to his assassination in 1628.  
For her part, Henriette Marie stayed largely out of these early conflicts, as the 
early part of her marriage was conflict-laden already, but it was through her natal 
connections that Villiers and Charles were able to even command these negotiations with 
Richelieu (and through him, Louis). By turning against Spain and opening up an alliance 
with France, Charles hoped to directly aid his kin on the continent. The Anglo-French 
alliance, which was supposed to supply aid in Charles’ endeavors and that was secured 
by Henriette Marie’s marriage, was short-lived.  
In the negotiations for Henriette Marie’s marriage, James and then Charles 
approved of that Secret Escript, which provided relief for England’s Catholics, aid for 
Elizabeth and Frederick V on the Continent against the encroaching Habsburgs, but gave 
up to the French the use of a ‘small English fleet.’ The secret escript did not stipulate 
exactly what the French were to use the fleet for, and so they combined the borrowed 
English ships with a hired Dutch fleet to set off for the I’lle de Re. The French used the 
chimeric fleet against Huguenots who had set up a rebellion on the isle. Unsurprisingly, 
this angered the Protestant English. In 1627, the English, under the command of Villiers, 
supported those Huguenots in maintaining their independence of the French crown at the 
siege of La Rochelle, as well as subduing and seizing the French colony of Quebec, 
which actually proved to be successful but not very important in the larger conflict. This 
Anglo-French War (1627-1629) was largely a naval conflict and resulted in two peace 
 
813 Mark Kishlansky, A Monarchy Transformed: Britain 1603-1714 (New York: Penguin Putnam, 1996), 
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treaties, the Treaty of Suza (1629), which simply called an end to the conflict at large, 
and the Treaty of Saint-Germain-en-Laye (1632), in which Charles returned Quebec to 
French control in return for promising to pay the remaining portion of Henriette Marie’s 
dowry, which Louis had been delaying for years.  
To have her natal and marital kingdoms go to war so quickly after her marriage 
was an unusual situation into which Henriette Marie was thrust. At this point, Charles and 
Henriette Marie’s relationship was still rocky, but improving, and the consort largely 
stayed out of policy decisions. Indeed, perhaps due to fear of her influence and just how 
much Villiers wanted to continue fighting someone, the “remaining French officers of her 
household were prohibited from writing to the court of France,” so Henriette Marie could 
not exert her influence though her household’s connections back at her brother’s court.814 
As Alvise Contarini, the Venetian ambassador to England wrote that there were rumors 
that Villiers himself would take to the sea to lead his men in battle.815 In that same 
missive, Contarini shared with his masters that Henriette Marie “would fain mediate but 
knows not how to proceed.”816 While she was loyal to her brother and his causes, she also 
greatly disliked his advisor, Cardinal Richelieu, which complicated her dynastic 
obligations. Richelieu had replaced her mother, Marie, as chief advisor for Louis, and her 
mother was an individual to whom Henriette Marie showed the utmost loyalty. Henriette 
Marie was also trying to figure out her role and place in England and wanted to help her 
 
814 Wolfson, “The Female Bedchamber of Queen Henrietta Maria,” 321. 
815 "Venice: April 1627, 2-12," in Calendar of State Papers Relating To English Affairs in the Archives of 
Venice, Volume 20, 1626-1628, ed. Allen B Hinds (London: His Majesty's Stationery Office, 1914), 165-
183. British History Online, accessed May 22, 2020, http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-
papers/venice/vol20/pp165-183. 
816 CSP: Venice, April 1627, (no. 203). 
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husband and her adopted subjects avoid what could be a costly war. Contarini continued, 
relating what had been told to him by the French Secretary Moulins: 
The first steps she took with her brother or her husband would be interpreted 
as due not merely to zeal but to the suggestion of the parties themselves. He 
[French Secretary Moulins] added that just as he had written to France to 
urge the queen mother to send some confidential agent, as she usually does 
every two or three months to visit her daughter, to open negotiations and 
avert extremities, thus affording some pretext to the queen here, so he 
politely hinted, as for himself, that I should instigate her Majesty in the 
name of your Excellencies by remonstrating against the ruin which 
threatens the common cause, that similar offices may furnish a foundation 
on which to base her good will.817 
That Moulins and Contarini were conspiring to find ways to give Henriette Marie a 
chance to intercede with both her brother Louis and her husband Charles speaks to the 
perceived influence she could wield, even this early in the marriage and before Charles 
had expelled her French household. Their plan, to have Marie the queen mother send a 
confidential messenger, was a way to include both Henriette Marie and Marie in their 
quest for peace between France and England – the French royal family had a recent 
history of powerful women brokering peace deals818 - and using Henriette Marie as a path 
 
817 CSP: Venice, April 1627, (no. 203). 
818 The Paix des Dames, The Ladies’ Peace, or the Treaty of Cambrai, was a peace treaty between France 
and the Holy Roman Empire, ratified in 1529 and had been negotiated by Louise of Savoy, mother to 
Francis I, and Marguerite of Austria, aunt to Charles V.   
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to Charles and Louis was a way to effectively mitigate the influence of Villiers and his 
warmongering. Contarini was supportive of this plan, as he wrote that: 
I highly commended the queen’s idea [of peace talks], with suitable 
remarks, showing how much more interested in the matter she was than 
anyone else, so that any attempt made by her would be exempt from 
suspicion and indeed more useful as the acknowledged effect of zealous, 
interested passion, and not due to the importunity and instigation of others. 
Whatever I or anyone else might say on the subject would be far less 
eloquent and persuasive than the tenderness of a wife and sister and the 
political interest of a queen bound by her own prerogatives to maintain and 
re-establish the union between the two crowns.819 
In this part of his long missive, Contarini explicitly states the complicated situation that 
Henriette Marie found herself in and how she would be viewed as almost a compromised 
party by both sides- by the English due to her foreignness and by the French due to the 
fact she was the wife of the English king. Contarini also aptly describes her perceived 
power and the influence she was expected to wield. She was loyal to both sides of the 
conflict and had a vested interest in seeing it end with minimal bloodshed and loss of 
resources on both sides. Henriette Marie was torn between two worlds and expected to 
help them to find a middle road. This was the paradox of foreign consortship – to be both 
naturalized and foreign at the same time, yet somehow loyal to both.  
 
819 CSP: Venice, April 1626, 2-12. Emphasis is mine. 
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 A messenger from France did indeed arrive to visit with Henriette Marie, a “Scot 
named Seaton” who served Louis but “is a creature of the cardinal.”820 He was allowed to 
visit with Henriette Marie and several courtiers, but was refused the opportunity to have 
more than one audience. “This shows,” Contarini wrote, “that the chief object of his 
mission was merely to obtain full information about the state of their forces here and the 
designs and consequences.”821 Seaton, in Contarini’s estimation, was only there as a spy 
due to his affiliation with Richelieu, and not there for peace, as he would have been had 
he been a creature of Marie d’Medici. Probably because of the idea that Henriette Marie 
was compromised and seen as too loyal to her brother, Charles refused to allow Henriette 
Marie any part of the negotiations, as Contarini wrote, “I may add that the queen having 
offered to mediate for a reconciliation, the king forbad her to do so.”822 
Instead, Henriette Marie was left to play the peaceweaver and smooth out the 
frayed edges after the fighting and treaties had been hashed out. She did not engage in 
direct peace negotiations, but that was not her choice in the matter. She ended up working 
to heal the breeches in the alliance between her brother and husband though her letter 
writing, that is, after she had recovered from the dangers of her miscarriage.823 One 
 
820 "Venice: May 1627, 17-31," in Calendar of State Papers Relating To English Affairs in the Archives of 
Venice, Volume 20, 1626-1628, ed. Allen B Hinds (London: His Majesty's Stationery Office, 1914), 223-
237. British History Online, accessed May 22, 2020, http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-
papers/venice/vol20/pp223-237. 
821 CSP: Venice, May 1627, (no. 273). 
822 "Venice: June 1627, 2-15," in Calendar of State Papers Relating To English Affairs in the Archives of 
Venice, Volume 20, 1626-1628, ed. Allen B Hinds (London: His Majesty's Stationery Office, 1914), 237-
255. British History Online, accessed May 22, 2020, http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-
papers/venice/vol20/pp237-255. 
823 "Charles I - volume 71: July 15-24, 1627," in Calendar of State Papers Domestic: Charles I, 1627-28, 
ed. John Bruce (London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1858), 254-270. British History Online, accessed 
May 21, 2020, http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-papers/domestic/chas1/1627-8/pp254-270. 
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notable exemption from Henriette Marie’s pregnancy/confinement radio silence was her 
mother, the queen mother of France Marie d’Medici.  
During the negotiations of the Treaty of Suza and the tense months after, Marie 
was desperate for news. The queen mother had held power as regent for her son Louis 
during his minority and after as an advisor but had by this time been replaced by Cardinal 
Richelieu and was forced out of court. At times, as Giovanni Soranzo, a Venetian 
ambassador in the Netherlands, noted, the only one who could provide Marie with any 
information on the goings-on of the English court was Henriette Marie.824  Soranzo also, 
in writing to the Doge, provided another bit of interesting hear-say about the Treaty – in 
that it was Henriette Marie’s pregnancy that prompted the peace talks in the first place! 
Hearing from the French ambassador, who had worked with Richelieu on the détente, 
Soranzo reported that “He [the French ambassador in the Netherlands] remarked to me 
that the pregnancy of the Queen of England had given a great impulse to this 
reconciliation.”825 Contarini reported back to the Doge and Senate a similar sentiment, 
that “I visited her [Henriette Marie] lately at Greenwich, where she now is, telling her 
about the happy conclusion of the peace and thanking her for the help she had always 
given me.”826 Contarini, who would later go on to become a key negotiator in the Peace 
of Westphalia, is not specific about the help given to him by Henriette Marie, but her 
reported response, that “She thoroughly approved [of the celebrations surrounding the 
peace] and desired me to tell your Excellencies that she was more obliged to you than to 
 
824 "Venice: May 1629, 11-19," in Calendar of State Papers Relating To English Affairs in the Archives of 
Venice, Volume 22, 1629-1632, ed. Allen B Hinds (London: His Majesty's Stationery Office, 1919), 50-65. 
British History Online, accessed May 21, 2020, http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-
papers/venice/vol22/pp50-65. 
825 CSP: Venice, May 1629, (no. 82).  
826 CSP: Venice, May 1629, (no. 88). Emphasis is mine. 
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any one for this good work,” implies that she had influenced the peace talks, subtle 
though her touch may have been.827 
Her influence was less subtle when it came to her use of another type of 
diplomacy available to her – performance. Henriette Marie, as I explored a little in the 
last chapter, loved to sing, dance, and act upon the stage, and seized almost any 
opportunity to produce a show fit for a king. One of her early important performances, 
that of the masque enacted on 16 November 1626, in which she and George Villiers, as 
well as a mixed company of French and English nobles, performed together.828 This had 
massive personal implications for Henriette Marie and Charles, as it showed she was 
trying to please Charles by finding a way to compromise with George. The performance 
was not strictly for Charles’ benefit though – there was another important guest for whom 
the show was enacted, Francois de Bassompierre, a diplomat who served Louis. 
Bassompierre had been sent to pick up the pieces after Charles cast out Henriette Marie’s 
French servants and to ensure that the alliance was still intact. Working behind the scenes 
with George Villiers, having regular audiences with Henriette Marie, and irregular 
audiences with Charles, Bassompierre managed to negotiate a deal which ensured 
Henriette Marie could maintain her devotions and have some Frenchwomen in her 
household.829 
To celebrate the internal peace which saved the Anglo-French alliance, Villiers 
put on a masque for Charles, Henriette Marie, and Bassompiere on 5 November at York 
 
827 CSP: Venice, May 1629 (no. 88). 
828 Martin Butler, The Stuart Court Masque and Political Culture (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University 
Press, 2008), 358, Appendix, fn. 42. 
829 Plowden, Henrietta Maria, 74-75. 
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House. Influenced by a letter from Marie d’Medici to Villiers, which “pleased for unity 
and that played on fears of English isolation,” the production was an overt homage to the 
Bourbon family and Marie in particular.830 Drawing on the ballet du cour and masques 
from Henriette Marie’s wedding celebrations in Paris, Villiers “Praised Marie de Medicis 
as a peaceweaver between nations” and showed her and the rest of her children and their 
spouses coming together to “put an end to all the discords of Christianity.”831 
Bassompierre felt that it was “the most magnificent feast that I saw in my life.”832  
To follow up on this smashing success, Henriette Marie commissioned her own 
performance for later that same month. While Orgel & Strong theorized that the 
performance was “possibly in hounour of the King’s and/or the Queen’s birthday,” Karen 
Britland persuasively argues that instead it was intended for Bassompierre and “was a 
highly collaborative project designed to show that she was willing to cooperate with her 
husband and his advisors.”833 The timing of either Henriette Marie’s or Charles’ 
birthdays was convenient and allowed for the masque’s theme to be multivalent and open 
to interpretation, and so while it could have been intended solely for either Charles’ 
birthday, Henriette Marie’s birthday, or for Bassompierre before he left to return to 
France, there is also no reason to believe it was not performed for any combination of all 
of those occasions.  
The masque’s theme was inspired by Rabelais’ sixteenth century novel series, 
Gargantua and Pantagruel, and while Henriette Marie and her ladies danced in it, it was 
 
830 Karen Britland, Drama at the Courts of Queen Henrietta Maria (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University 
Press, 2006), 57. 
831 Britland, Drama at the Courts, 57. 
832 Plowden, Henrietta Maria, 76. 
833 Orgel & Strong, The Theatre of the Stuart Court, vol. 1, 389; Britland, Drama at the Courts, 60. 
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Villiers who stole the show.834 Contemporary English opinion, as in a letter to Joseph 
Mead, was critical of Villier’s performance as it was too “histrionical to become him,” 
and “never before then did any privy counsellor appear in masque.”835 The Venetian 
ambassador Contarini, though, felt that the performance was “very elegant.”836 In the 
anti-masque, meant to symbolize excess, chaos, and cacophony before the masque itself 
resolves the incongruities of the chaos, Villiers danced the role of a fencing master who 
taught the giant Gargantua’s son, Pantagruel. Another courtier, George Goring, danced 
the role of Pantagruel’s dancing master who, “every night when his beloved ‘Phylis’ is 
asleep, he makes such a sweet noise that he awakens her with the sound of his 
instrument…”837 After Villiers and Goring danced off stage, Henriette Marie and her 
ladies took to the fore “wearing plumes of coloured feathers and carrying black fans.”838 
Probably acted in French (another reason why it was perhaps intended for Bassompierre), 
the production included Charles’ ministers and Henriette Marie with her ladies – a gift for 
Bassompierre to present to Louis and Marie in France and to Charles for his birthday – 
his wife and his best friend were getting along. It was the last masque in Charles’ reign 
that an ambassador attended in any official capacity, so it is significant that the final 
‘political’ masque was performed to show favor to the French over any other realm. 
Henriette Marie’s next masque, on 14 January, was performed at Whitehall’s 
Banqueting House, rather than at Henriette Marie’s household at Denmark House. There 
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is not much information extant about this masque, other than it was attended by Moulins, 
secretary to the French ambassador, and the ambassadors from Venice and Holland.839 It 
seems as though none of the ambassadors were invited in an official capacity – normally 
masque attendance was used as a currency of favor by the sovereign or organizer of the 
production, as we saw with Anna’s masques. Perhaps as a way deescalate the influence 
his wife exercised in showing favor for Bassompierre, or in presenting a masque that was 
perceived as having been executed for his benefit, Charles laid down a policy that stood 
for the rest of his reign that “if they would come, they should be welcome, and have 
places apart provided for them but that His Majesty was resolved never more to admit 
any Ambassadors resident to sit next his person under the State.”840 This policy 
effectively cut off Henriette Marie (and Charles himself) from utilizing masques as a 
means of diplomacy, but Henriette Marie later would use the invitations to attend as a 
means of displaying favor, even if the ambassador could not sit with Charles under the 
cloth of state.841 
Showing Bassompierre that he and, through him, Louis, were in high favor with 
Charles and salvaging the Anglo-French alliance was important, but it was not long until 
Villiers led his fleet against the French king at La Rochelle. This was perhaps the first 
war in which Henriette Marie had played a part of the diplomatic game, but it was not to 
be the last. On the domestic front, Henriette Marie was in a spiritual struggle to gain the 
loyalty of Catholics in England, and her most powerful ally in that war was the Pope 
himself. While many English Catholics had looked to her from the beginning of her 
 
839 Britland, Drama at the Courts, 60; Butler, The Stuart Court Masque, 358, Appendix, fn. 42. 
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tenure as someone who could alleviate the restrictions placed upon them, there were also 
a distinct subset of those recusants who supported Philip IV of Spain and sought his 
protection over hers.842 Over her years as an intercessor and as a visible Catholic in 
English society, she sought to help others to see that Catholics could be as loyal to 
Charles as any Anglican.  
One example of her role in this struggle over the souls and loyalties of English 
Catholics was in 1636, when she sent Sir William Hamilton to the papal court as her 
personal representative. In so doing, she set up a “mutual agency between the court of 
Rome and England,” and throughout its lifetime she was involved in setting up audiences 
and facilitating communication between both courts.843 The Pope who presided over the 
Papal States and who received Hamilton was Henriette Marie’s own godfather, Urban 
VIII. In his younger years, he had been sent by Clement VIII as a papal legate to the 
French court of Henriette Marie’s father, Henri IV, and had made personal connections 
with Marie d’Medici and the French royal family. As a means of helping English 
Catholics, Hamilton had been sent with instructions to “persuade the papal curia, 
especially Cardinal Barberini, that the oath of allegiance demanded nothing more than 
temporal loyalty, and to explore whether Rome might be persuaded to recognize it as a 
lawful oath.”844 Individuals who had been elected to serve in the Commons were required 
to take the Oath, as were others appointed to high office – but they could not serve if they 
did not swear. Relaxing some of the rhetoric surrounding the oath would have beneficial 
 
842 Michael C. Questier, ed., Newsletters from the Caroline Court, 1631-1638: Catholicism and the Politics 
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Walker, 1793).  
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for both the Papacy and Charles – as he could garner more support from his Catholic 
subjects (and hopefully sway them from Spain’s alluring grasp) and the Papacy would be 
closer to reclaiming England. This proved contentious for both sides, and many high-
ranking individuals, including Cecil Calvert, baron Baltimore and Charles himself, wrote 
their own versions of the Oath in hopes of gaining the support of Urban.  
 Because of her close relationship with the Pope, Henriette Marie was able to 
break ground and establish communication networks where Charles, as sovereign of a 
Protestant realm, who was seen as a schismatic ruler, could not. In this case, by sending 
Hamilton, she opened a door for Charles that he could, should he desire, walk through on 
his own. In return, Urban sent back three of his own representatives in succession, 
Gregorio Panzani, George Conn, and Carlo Rossetti, to act as his proxies in England.845 
Charles delighted in verbally sparring about doctrine with these representatives, 
especially Conn, and they reported back that Charles was a learned man and that he was 
“convinced he was a Catholic.”846 Of course, he meant that he believed in a universal 
church, not that he was, in the words of Marie d’Medici, an “Apostolic Roman 
Catholic.”847 The presence of the papal envoys in the English court was only an 
indication of the influence Henriette Marie would come to wield through the activation of 
her natal and friendship networks. Indeed, the most important use of her connections 
would come after her period of happiness, Charles’ personal rule. 
 
845 Questier, ed., Newsletters from the Caroline Court, 25.  
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 As I explored in a bit of Henriette Marie’s innovative intercessory work during 
the Wars of the Three Kingdoms in chapter three, it was in wartime that she attempted to 
use her network to build up support for Charles and his war against the Parliamentarians. 
War was perhaps the strongest test for networks of support – anyone could send secret 
messengers with money and promises but sending troops to aid another sovereign was a 
visible and obvious move to everyone, not just the realms involved. This is what 
Henriette Marie found out - even though she had already been utilizing her connections, 
and, just as with the Papal envoys, opening up lines of communication for Charles, this 
sort of activation of her network was different than what she had done previously. Where 
before she had been scheming to oust Cardinal Richelieu in favor of her mother as her 
brother’s chief advisor, or in turns, supporting Richelieu for the protection he could offer 
for her in-laws in the Palatinate, this new activation involved the procurement of troops, 
money, ships, and guns, in a very obvious way. While her influence due to her place in 
the Bourbon family could open doors for her, it was she who had to walk through them, 
not Charles. She had a tricky line to walk as those who wished to support Charles may 
not have had the money or bandwidth to do so – much of the continent was still fighting 
in the Thirty Years’ War and did not have money, men, or energy to spare- and while 
there were rulers who wished to maintain the strength of monarchies across Europe, the 
Parliamentarians had control of English Parliament, which would have made other 
negotiations with England difficult as Parliament was needed to ratify treaties.  
 When Henriette Marie went abroad for her first wartime mission, it was not to her 
natal family that she initially turned – it was to a different house entirely – one that she 
intended to bring into the welcoming arms of the Bourbon-Stuarts through marriage to 
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her eldest daughter, Mary, princess royal. Consorts, while not always present at the 
negotiating table, had important parts to play in settling marriages upon their children.848 
Just as Katherine worked to bring about a marriage between her daughter and nephew, 
and Anna lobbied for a more prestigious marriage for her daughter Elizabeth, Henriette 
Marie threw herself into crafting marriage alliances for her children.849  
 It was expected that Katherine, Anna, and Henriette Marie would be involved 
somehow in the marriages of their children, they were, after all, mothers to the royal 
children. As mothers to royal children, the marriages they influenced had dynastic 
implications and were another opportunity to make their preferences for foreign alliances 
known (in a somewhat more socially acceptable manner for women). Katherine could not 
openly advocate for an alliance with Charles V above Henry’s choice of Francis I – as 
that would not be seen as disobeying her husband – but she could support a marriage of 
her daughter to Charles V. Understanding, like Katherine, the importance of performing 
the role of a submissive wife, Henriette Marie could not flout her husband’s decree of 
banning ambassadors official attendance at masques, but she could, as a good mother, 
enter into the political fray to protect and work on behalf of her children.  
 Henriette Marie’s first surviving son, the boy who would grow up to be Charles 
II, was a catch in the marriage market. Picking the right bride, who came from the right 
house, was of the utmost importance for both royal parents, but Charles and Henriette 
Marie were divided in their choice for the candidates as marriage partners for their eldest 
 
848 See Beer, Queenship at the Renaissance Courts, chapter 1 for an insightful and useful examination of 
Elizabeth of York’s involvement in the marriages of her two eldest children, Arthur and Margaret.  
849 At least, she attempted to do so. She was most successful with Mary and Henriette Anne’s marriages, 
and less so with her sons Charles and James. 
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children, young Charles and Mary. Both Charles and Henriette Marie were in favor of a 
dual marriage alliance with Spain – where young Charles would marry the Spanish 
infanta, Maria Theresa, and Mary would wed the Prince of Asturias, Balthasar Charles.850 
The Spanish children were young Charles and Mary’s first cousins, as their mothers were 
sisters. This alliance would have bound the Stuarts tightly with the Habsburgs, and part of 
the agreement as it had been put on the table was a defensive and offensive alliance with 
the Habsburgs – there would have been benefits on both sides.  However, as the months 
wore on Charles and Henriette Marie began to doubt the sincerity of the offer from the 
Spanish side. While not entirely giving up on a Spanish match Henriette Marie and 
Charles began to entertain offers from other quarters, namely Portugal, Holland, and the 
Holy Roman Empire.851 By September of 1640, though, after agreement with Spain fell 
through (and would have ostensibly guaranteed Spanish support for the restoration of the 
Palatinate to Elizabeth Stuart), England’s stock in the other European courts fell. Of 
course, this probably had much do to with Charles’ defeat against the Scottish 
Covenanters at Newburn. As Anzolo Correr, the Venetian ambassador in France reported, 
“England today has become a nation useless to all the rest of the world and consequently 
of no consideration.” Needless to say, this made potential marriage alliances a bit more 
difficult. 
 
850 "Venice: January 1640," in Calendar of State Papers Relating To English Affairs in the Archives of 
Venice, Volume 25, 1640-1642, ed. Allen B Hinds (London: His Majesty's Stationery Office, 1924), 1-14. 
British History Online, accessed May 28, 2020, http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-
papers/venice/vol25/pp1-14. 
851 "Venice: August 1640," in Calendar of State Papers Relating To English Affairs in the Archives of 
Venice, Volume 25, 1640-1642, ed. Allen B Hinds (London: His Majesty's Stationery Office, 1924), 61-72. 
British History Online, accessed May 28, 2020, http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-
papers/venice/vol25/pp61-72. 
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For their son, Charles pushed for a Portuguese alliance, whereas Henriette Marie 
was in favor of one with the Dutch.852 In some ways, this shows just how far Henriette 
Marie had come in terms of dealing with Protestants – the Braganza house ruling 
Portugal were practicing Roman Catholics, but the Orange house running Holland were 
Protestant, and the potential bride, Louise Henriette, eventually became well known for 
her devout Reformed faith. Marriage plans for the young Charles became all the more 
complicated after the king began warring with Parliament but plans for Mary went ahead. 
The Dutch, allies of the English and having just extricated their country from grasp of the 
Habsburgs in 1581, were wary of an Anglo-Spanish marriage and sent their own envoy to 
propose a marriage between the Stuart-Bourbon dynasty and the house of Orange-
Nassau.853 Charles was receptive to the proposition, but counter-offered his younger 
daughter Elizabeth instead, saving Mary for Spain. However, much like in his youth, this 
Spanish match also fell through, and Charles offered Mary’s hand in marriage to the 
Dutch candidate, William. Mary was just nine years old, and Charles and Henriette Marie 
were not comfortable with sending their daughter away when she was still only a child so 
they stipulated that she would stay in England after her marriage until she was twelve 
years old and legally able to ratify her consent to the match. In 1641, William, a fifteen-
year-old, married Mary at Whitehall, and afterward returned home to let her enjoy her 
remaining years as a child with her family.    
 
852 Clyde L Grose, “The Anglo-Portuguese Marriage of 1662,” The Hispanic American Historical Review 
Vol. 10 (Aug., 1930): 313-352, 313. 
853 Keblusek, Marika. "Mary, princess royal (1631–1660), princess of Orange, consort of William II." 
Oxford Dictionary of National Biography. 23 Sep. 2004; Accessed 27 May. 2020. https://www-oxforddnb-
com.libproxy.unl.edu/view/10.1093/ref:odnb/9780198614128.001.0001/odnb-9780198614128-e-18252. 
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 Shortly after Mary’s husband returned home, when it became obvious that 
Henriette Marie was drawing more than ire from the Commons for her involvement in 
attempting to solicit funds for Charles from the Catholic communities in England, she 
and Charles knew it was too dangerous for her to stay on the island. To stay would be to 
draw a large brightly colored target on her back, and to become a lightning rod for all 
royalist criticism from the Commons – so she and Charles came up with a reasonable 
explanation for why she would need to leave the realm. The royal couple decided that, for 
the sake of their cause and for the safety of both Henriette Marie and Mary that mother 
would accompany daughter to the United Provinces to be reunited with her husband – a 
couple of years ahead of schedule.  
 Henriette Marie and Mary arrived at the Hague 25 February 1642.854 Once there, 
Henriette Marie began nearly immediately on the process of activating her international 
networks to build up support for Charles and his war effort against Parliament. As I 
mentioned in chapter three, the most important contact she had outside of England was 
Frederick Henry, the Prince of Orange. It was he, though his own networks of power, 
who opened up diplomatic doors for Henriette Marie to walk through – such as setting up 
the viewing parties so that she could sell her jewels and offering soldiers, horses, and 
supplies for her use. “I find the Prince of Orange here very affectionate towards you,” she 
wrote to Charles after a couple of weeks at the Hague.855 This could have been because 
of Charles’ connections to Frederick Henry – the Prince’s wife, Amalia of Solms-
Braunfels, had been one of Elizabeth Stuart’s friends who followed her into exile to the 
 
854 Green, ed. Letters of Queen Henrietta Maria, 50. 
855 Henriette Marie de Bourbon, Letters of Queen Henrietta Maria, 56. 
402 
 
 
Hague, and had after some time there ended up marrying the prince of Orange, Frederick 
Henry. This Prince of Orange was also Elizabeth’s husband’s (Frederick V) uncle, which 
was another reason why she was able to gain sanctuary in his domain. That Henriette 
Marie was able to work closely with Frederick Henry to gain his assistance was an 
important indication of how she had been accepted into Charles’ family network.   
 After establishing herself in the Hague and in Frederick Henry’s good graces, 
Henriette Marie began to reach out to others through his network and through her wide 
network of marital and natal connections. One of Henriette’s favorite ways to 
demonstrate favor was to broker marriage deals – and through her connections she helped 
to cement even closer ties between the Orange-Nassau family and those loyal to her and 
Charles. One of the ladies chosen to accompany her daughter Mary to the Netherlands 
was Mary Killigrew, who was the daughter of royalist solider and playwright William 
Killigrew (he was also the older brother of Thomas Killigrew, who would go on to open 
one of the first royally sanctioned theatres after the Restoration). Lady Killigrew was 
married to the illegitimate son of Frederick Henry, the baron Frederik von Nassau-
Zuylestein and after Henriette Marie was in exile in France, the lady Mary’s younger 
sister Susan accompanied the displaced consort as an attendant. Through repeated 
marriage connections with the Nassau house, Henriette Marie was able to bind the two 
dynasties closer together. Through Charles’ family, she had connections through much of 
the Protestant ruling families on the continent, and through her own, she had contacts in 
many of the Catholic ruling families.  
 Henriette Marie’s eldest sister, Elisabeth, was the queen of Spain, but the failed 
marriage alliance had somewhat soured relations between England and Spain. Henriette 
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Marie was closer to her other siblings (Elisabeth had been married and shipped off to 
Spain when Henriette Marie was six years old), especially Christine and Gaston. 
Christine had married Victor Amadeus the prince of Piedmont in 1619 and they became 
the duchess and duke of Savoy in 1630. Christine and Henriette kept up a regular 
correspondence - for example in 1628, Henriette had written to let her sister know that 
the peace between her husband and their brother had been worked out.856 Later, Henriette 
Marie had written after she had arrived at the Hague to let her sister know of her safe 
arrival as well as updating her on the political situation back in England.857 
Unfortunately, even though Christine was kept up to date on the political situation in 
England, the duchess was caught up defending her son’s claim to rule Savoy in the midst 
of the Piedmontese Civil War, a subsidiary conflict within the larger Franco-Spanish War 
of 1635-1659. Gaston, Henriette’s sibling to whom she was closest in age, had remained 
at the French court of their older brother Louis XIII for some time, although he was not in 
much of a place to help Henriette Marie because of his ongoing cycle of betrayal and 
reconciliation with Louis and Cardinal Richelieu.  
 The only one, then, of Henriette Marie’s siblings who was in any place to help her 
and Charles was her eldest brother, Louis. Henriette was in communication with him 
though letters and messengers, and while sympathetic, did not send much help to her. 
Richelieu and Henriette Marie had never gotten along – he had ousted her mother from 
her position as advisor to Louis and had maintained his grip on power for the rest of his 
life. Knowing the best way to get her brother to agree to anything was to have Richelieu 
 
856 Henriette Marie de Bourbon, Lettres de Henreitte-Marie de France, reine d’Angleterre a sa soeur 
Christine, Duchesse de Savoie, ed. by Hermann Ferrero (Rome: Bocca Freres, 1881), 35. 
857 Henriette Marie de Bourbon, Lettres, 60. 
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approve of it, Henriette Marie contacted the Cardinal ingratiating herself to him to “by 
your good offices, to keep up the friendly feeling of the king my brother,” and letting him 
know that she would “try to have your advice before resolving on anything.”858 This did 
not garner the assistance Henriette was looking for, and so she also wrote to Cardinal 
Mazarin, Richelieu’s protégé, “I have understood from M. Montagu, the care you take of 
obliging me more and more, which makes me assure you anew of the affection I have 
promised you, and to beg you to be pleased to continue me yours; being resolved, upon 
what he has made me hope of assistance from the king my brother, to return into 
England.”859 Neither Richelieu nor Louis made more than rhetorical overtures to help 
Henriette Marie, but after their deaths (in late 1642 and early 1643), she had stronger 
support from Louis’ widow and her old friend, Anne of Austria, the new queen mother. 
Anne had assumed a regency for her young son, Louis XIV, and alongside her principle 
advisor, the Cardinal Mazarin, mobilized to help Henriette how they could.  
 Anne sent word to her ambassador to offer whatever help Charles needed – as 
Gerolamo Agostini, the Venetian ambassador wrote back to the Doge (Contarini had 
been sent to Spain after his stint in England), “On the point of help I have learned on 
good authority that he made the most ample offers of money or men, at his Majesty’s 
pleasure, but I fancy he wanted to bind him to a treaty of alliance, with a promise to assist 
France with the naval forces of the crown in case of need.”860 While Anne was willing to 
help Charles, she wanted to be able to count on him in return, should she need it after his 
 
858 Green, ed. Letters of Queen Henrietta Maria, 137. 
859 Green, ed. Letters of Queen Henrietta Maria, 137. 
860 "Venice: August 1643," in Calendar of State Papers Relating To English Affairs in the Archives of 
Venice, Volume 27, 1643-1647, ed. Allen B Hinds (London: His Majesty's Stationery Office, 1926), 1-13. 
British History Online, accessed May 28, 2020, http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-
papers/venice/vol27/pp1-13. 
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situation in England had stabilized. She later sent £20,000 to Henriette Marie as a gift. 
With Anne on her side, Henriette Marie was able to look forward to an end to the conflict 
as by late 1643, she was already tired of fighting. She ‘had an intense desire for peace,’ 
and hoped that France would invade and rescue the English monarchy.861 Unfortunately, 
Henriette Marie would not be able to rest for several more years as the conflict continued 
even after her husband’s execution in early 1649. 
 A French rescue never came, but Anne was able to offer Henriette Marie a safe 
place away from England to recuperate and regroup. On 14 July 1644, Henriette Marie 
set sail for France with a small fleet, narrowly escaping Parliamentary ships who chased 
her and fired upon her fleet several times.862 Her fleet landed safely on 16 July, and from 
Brest she made her way to her sister-in-law. Aside from offering Henriette Marie and her 
small court a safe place to stay, Anne also  gave her “enough money to cover travelling 
and medical expenses, a small quantity of arms (which the queen promptly converted to 
money), and promised her a pension of 12,000 crowns a month which was due the queen 
as a daughter of France.”863 Henriette Marie kept very little of that money for herself and 
sent much of it to Charles – but there was not more support coming from either Anne or 
new young king.  
 Instead, calls for support came from other quarters within Henriette Marie’s 
French network. A small group of nobles, led by Bernard de Nogaret de la Valette, the 
duke of Epernon, suggested sending around 10,000 volunteers to fight in England on 
 
861 Green, ed. Letters of Queen Henrietta Maria, 235. 
862 White, Henrietta Maria and the English Civil Wars, 151-152. 
863 White, Henrietta Maria and the English Civil Wars, 154. 
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behalf of Charles (at their own expense).864 Henriette’s brother, Gaston, also stepped up 
to help. As Agostini reported back to the Doge, Gaston, who had been back at court after 
the death of Louis XIII, was “moved by affection for his sister, has suggested to the 
council the desirability of assisting her with 4 millions of florins, and this was approved 
by the princes.”865 There were also rumors back in England that the consort had been 
reaching out to her coreligionists for help – that she “was soliciting and receiving great 
sums of money from French nunneries, abbeys, friaries, and monasteries,” but as far as 
the extant records show, those were just rumors.866 None of these proposed sources of 
help panned out, so Henriette turned back to an old, reliable, source of help – Frederick 
Henry.  
 Again playing matchmaker, Henriette offered her son Charles in marriage to 
Frederick Henry’s eldest daughter Louise Henriette – and while this marriage eventually 
fell through (apparently young Charles felt as though Amalia the Princess of Orange had 
snubbed him), it was an important negotiating tactic. Louise Henriette would have 
brought with her a sizable dowry to help with the war effort and also even closer relations 
between England and Holland. Frederick Henry promised that if France would support 
him that he would invade England with 3,000 men.867 Unfortunately, France backed out 
 
864 "Venice: October 1644," in Calendar of State Papers Relating To English Affairs in the Archives of 
Venice, Volume 27, 1643-1647, ed. Allen B Hinds (London: His Majesty's Stationery Office, 1926), 141-
148. British History Online, accessed May 29, 2020, http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-
papers/venice/vol27/pp141-148. 
865 "Venice: November 1644," in Calendar of State Papers Relating To English Affairs in the Archives of 
Venice, Volume 27, 1643-1647, ed. Allen B Hinds (London: His Majesty's Stationery Office, 1926), 148-
156. British History Online, accessed May 29, 2020, http://www.british-history.ac.uk/cal-state-
papers/venice/vol27/pp148-156. 
866 White, Henrietta Maria and the English Civil Wars, 155. 
867 White, Henrietta Maria and the English Civil Wars, 160. 
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of that deal, but Henriette Marie was successful in fundraising among Catholics in Paris – 
she collected 40,000 pistols from them to send back to Charles.868 
 Turning then in 1645 to one of her oldest contacts, Henriette Marie sent Sir 
Kenelm Digby, one of her loyal courtiers, to the Vatican to treat with Innocent X. While 
Urban had died the year before, Henriette Marie was still a loyal daughter of the Church 
and expected to find financial support from Rome. Digby performed his duty well, and 
Innocent pledged 20,000 scudi to the consort to aid her in her troubles. He quickly 
changed his mind, though, and Innocent demanded that Charles convert before he would 
offer aid.869 Innocent drove a hard bargain for additional help – a loan of £72,000 to be 
paid back with interest would require Charles to give English Catholics legal equality and 
almost total control of Ireland to the Vatican.870 Digby was not able to take the terms of 
the proposed contract to Charles in enough time to do any good, as it was not long after 
Digby made it to England that Charles had surrendered himself to the Scots. They, in 
turn, presented him with a gift bow to the parliament for the promise of £400,000.871 
Henriette tried again to call upon Ireland – she had been negotiating with a perfidious 
envoy at the French court – and the Catholic Confederation, but they surrendered to the 
English parliament as well. There were no more avenues for Henriette Marie to tread in 
search of aid for Charles; she had no recourse with her sisters in Spain or Savoy, Ireland 
was in the midst of its own revolution, all of the money from the Vatican came with too 
many strings attached, and France was still fighting its own wars and could not spare 
money or men to help the daughter of Henri IV save her husband’s kingdom. The only 
 
868 Green, ed. Letters of Queen Henrietta Maria, 289. 
869 White, Henrietta Maria and the English Civil Wars, 179. 
870 White, Henrietta Maria and the English Civil Wars, 179.  
871 White, Henrietta Maria and the English Civil Wars, 184.  
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reliable foreign allies that Henriette had throughout the whole of her tribulations, Anne of 
Austria and Frederick Henry, had given what help they could, from gifts and grants of 
money, to safe lodging, and access to their own networks of support. Still, they were 
constrained by forces outside of their control and what they could do was not enough to 
save England from plunging itself into civil war nor was it enough to save Charles’ life. 
He was executed outside of the Banqueting House, where he and Henriette had danced in 
masques during their happier years, on 30 January 1649. Henriette, when she was 
informed of Charles’ death, was left speechless and numb.872 According to Francoise de 
Motteville, one of Anne of Austria’s ladies, who later wrote memoirs of Anne’s life, 
Henriette “suffered infinitely, but she did not die. She had lost a crown, but what she 
regretted more was a good, just, virtuous husband, worthy of her affection and the love of 
his subjects.”873  With the stroke of an axe, Henriette Marie had lost her husband and her 
queenship. She had worked tirelessly to utilize her network of support to wrest her 
husband’s kingdom from the hands of his enemies but ultimately had come up short.  
 Access to a consort’s foreign networks was an important reason to wed into 
foreign dynasties. With their marriage contracts and other alliances that came about 
surrounding their nuptials, foreign consorts were a potent source of support and power 
through their already established kin and friendship networks. For Katherine, having her 
nephew Charles V as a surety gave her the moral support she needed to fight against 
Henry’s dissolution of their marriage. For Philip, his networks of obligation were one of 
the main reasons he was away from England for much of his tenure of consortship, and 
 
872 Plowden, Henrietta Maria, 276. 
873 Katharine Wormeley, ed. Memoirs of Madame de Motteville on Anne of Austria and her court, vol. II 
(Boston: Hardy, 1902), 86. 
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they were an additional reason to fear him. He had the might of the continental 
Habsburgs behind him. Anna’s use of foreign networks was best demonstrated in her use 
of masquing as diplomacy and in her attempts to broker marriage agreements for her 
children. Henriette Marie, like Philip, was feared for her connections to powerful kin on 
the Continent, but she worked to utilize her networks to aid her husband, just as was 
expected of her as a spouse and consort.  
Foreign networks, as embodied by consorts, brought promises of prosperity and 
peace, but were, as was the case in much of this study, used as a means of posturing, 
prevarication, power, and intimidation. Access to these networks allowed for sovereigns 
to coopt some of that power – a power gained through familiarity- for themselves, but 
ultimately the consorts themselves were the central node in that network. Henry VIII, no 
matter what he did, could never have been blood kin to Charles V, just as Charles I would 
not have had the same sort of sisterhood and friendship that Henriette Marie and Anne of 
Austria shared. It was precisely because of their performances of the varied roles of 
consorts that gave consorts their power.  In other words – performing the role of a consort 
reified the individual within that role, and utilization of a consort’s foreign networks were 
but one opportunity for a consort to perform their importance, authority, and power.  
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CONCLUSION: CONSORTS IN THE LATER STUART PERIOD AND BEYOND  
 
 To be a foreign-born consort in England was a difficult balance to strike and full 
of contradictions– how to maintain loyalty to both natal family and marital family, 
especially in times of strife? How to prove that one intended good and not ill upon their 
English subjects even though one was a foreigner, usually with different religious 
beliefs? Without fail, the consorts in this study all faced these same issues, in one way or 
another at some point in their tenures. How could Katherine push an alliance with Spain 
and the Habsburgs even though she attended upon Henry at the Field of the Cloth of 
Gold? What strategies did Anna employ to exercise her faith while not alienating her 
English subjects? These were potentially dangerous minefields to navigate and some 
consorts were more successful in certain circumstances than others – but through their 
choices, each and every one of these figures used their consort role as a means of 
peaceweaving, either between England and another realm or to heal divisions between 
sovereign and subject.  
When analyzed as a separate, yet overlapping role, the duties and expectations of 
a consort become the political extension of a royal wife’s (or husband’s, in the case of 
Philip) duties to her spouse. Visually, I imagine these roles as two concentric circles – the 
roles of a wife or husband fully in the center – they are what cements the bond between a 
sovereign and his or her consort after all. The larger circle encompasses the roles of a 
consort – those duties outside of a wife or husband’s expected duties, such as 
intercession. Some of the duties of a royal wife or husband, especially dealing with the 
potential marriages of heirs, lie closer to the border between the two circles and 
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sometimes straddle that line as marriages of heirs was of the highest political importance  
and could lead to conflict or compromise between two realms.   
Over time queens consort have generally been referred to as simply a queen. 
Taken to encompass all of the roles those particular individuals played, it simplifies the 
complex web of circumstances and loyalties upon which those consorts balanced. 
However, looking at them simply as a queen does not illuminate the whole of what they 
did – they were kings or queens consort. Separating out the political roles of a consort 
from his or her duties as a husband or wife allows for a greater analysis of a consort’s 
political impact and activities – on either the domestic or international stage. While being 
a wife or mother was important to a queen, she also performed roles outside the purview 
of her duties to her husband or to her children.  Those were the roles of a consort – which 
generally were all facets of her peaceweaving prerogative.  
Using this framework to analyze consortship can open up avenues of new 
scholarship – especially if one were to look at the later Stuart consorts. The later Stuart 
period is filled with a fascinating mix of male and female consorts, a co-monarchy, and 
courts in exile and rebellion. During the period from 1662-1714, when there was a 
consort at court, they largely performed as peaceweavers, just as their predecessors did in 
previous centuries. For example, Catherine of Braganza’s actions as a consort exemplify 
the late medieval and early modern idea of an English foreign-born consort and largely 
mirror those of Katherine of Aragon and other previous foreign-born princesses. 
However, George of Denmark’s experiences do not tend to mirror Philip of Spain’s 
experiences at all, probably due to the vast differences in personality between the two 
men. George, though, also helped his wife Anne to utilize a domestic network of support, 
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especially with the Churchill family. All the consorts in the Hanoverian period (1714-
1901) were foreign-born and had varying degrees of influence; some were known as 
political operators, such as Caroline of Brandenburg-Ansbach (consort of George II) and 
Albert of Saxe-Coburg and Gotha (consort of Victoria) who exerted influence through 
domestic networks and personal relationships with powerful politicians, and others who 
decidedly stayed out of politics to concentrate on patronage and the royal household such 
as Charlotte of Mecklenburg-Strelitz (consort of George III).874  Continuing the study of 
how consorts performed their role as a peaceweaver allows for divorcing the actions and 
reactions of an individual from factors outside of their control, especially in regards to 
fertility. The first of the later Stuart consorts, Catherine of Braganza, was, much like 
Katherine of Aragon or Caroline of Brandenburg-Ansbach, a capable and savvy leader 
who worked to support her husband at court and England abroad, but she is largely 
forgotten due to her infertility. She tends to fade into the background, behind her 
husband’s large group of influential mistresses who gave birth to his many illegitimate 
children. 
 In the course of this dissertation, I have striven to give definition to the roles of a 
royal consort, regardless of the gender of the individual performing the role. A queen was 
both a royal wife and a consort, much as a king consort was a royal husband in addition 
to performing the role of a consort. Each of the consorts who appear in this dissertation, 
Katherine of Aragon, Philip of Spain, Anna of Denmark, and Henriette Marie de 
Bourbon, performed the roles expected of them as husbands or wives but also: 
 
874 Of course, ‘staying out of politics’ was itself a political choice and served to define what Charlotte 
thought of as ‘politics.’ Her involvement in raising the heir to the throne, in her daughters’ lives, and in her 
patronage of scientists ensured that her presence was felt on the political scene in the late eighteenth 
century and beyond.  
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participated in rituals that led to the ‘domestication of strangers’ that allowed them to 
become English metaphorically, legally, or both; participated in rituals that conferred 
upon them the visual trappings of authority; interceded for the benefit of their subjects 
and friends; crafted domestic networks of support through household appointments, 
patronage, and performance; and used their international networks to the benefit of the 
realm.  
Of course, having legitimate children was important to each and every one of 
these consorts and their sovereign spouses, but try as they may, neither sovereign nor 
consort could control their reproductive capabilities or the lack thereof. While having 
children was a possible way to cement influence, neither the possibility of heirs nor the 
promise of maintaining influence was a guarantee – Anna of Denmark, even though she 
was the mother of both Henry Frederick and Charles, sought to maintain her influence 
over James by introducing him to George Villiers. Katherine of Aragon, even though she 
was the mother of the future Mary I, was cast aside for the possibility of a male heir with 
a younger woman. Henriette Marie spent a decade in exile in France after the execution 
of her husband – while she was able to find ways to protect her younger children, her 
eldest shrugged off her influence and left to find his own way back to his English throne. 
Philip was never able to have children with Mary, and instead sought to maintain 
influence in England through a relationship with her heir, Elizabeth.  
Instead of focusing on the reproductive tragedies and triumphs of these men and 
women, I worked to give examples of the choices they made as individuals – how they 
chose to perform the various roles of an English consort in the early modern period. 
While they could not control when they may or may not have heirs, they could work to 
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influence so many other situations. Katherine of Aragon rose from relative poverty, 
imposed by Henry VII, to become Queen of England and as consort, she protected 
England from Scottish invasion, negotiated alliances with both Spain and the Holy 
Roman Empire, interceded for her subjects, and used her domestic network to patronize 
scholars and establish schools. These were all situations in which she made decisions and 
acted upon them, and they were separate from her expected wifely duties of generating 
and raising heirs, maintaining her household, or ensuring domestic tranquility. 
The choosing of a sovereign’s foreign-born consort was an important and 
complex series of negotiations which led to a marriage alliance between England and 
another power. Foreign-born consorts brought with them tantalizing prospects of stability 
and prosperity through the use of their natal and friendship networks for the benefit of 
England. One certainly hoped many legitimate heirs would result from the marriage – but 
the role of a consort was different from that of any other husband or wife in the realm. 
While they certainly were wives and husbands, they also performed the role of a consort 
– a peaceweaver. Through their own actions, they sought to knit two realms together in 
friendship and strength. Consorts used various tools at their disposal in their 
peaceweaving role. They first needed to establish their authority through the use of ritual 
and, once that was complete, they performed the functions of peaceweaving: intercession, 
crafting a domestic network of obligation, and maintaining an international network of 
kin and friendship. While a marriage may not always have produced heirs, a foreign-born 
consort always brought the promise and possibility of peace and prosperity to English 
shores. 
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